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8099. By Mr, SNOW: Petition of Lillian R. Ames and 23
other citizens of Exeter, Me., urging reduced Government
expenditures, particularly in payments and pensions to vet-
erans not disabled in time of war, and prompt action to
balance the Budget; to the Committee on Economy.

8100. By Mr. SPARKS: Petition signed by W. H. Boben-
house, of Rydal; Joseph Johnson, of Scandia; K. R. Higbee,
of Formoso; A. R. Jacobson, of Montrose; and 52 others of
Republic and Jewell Counties, all of the State of Kansas,
favoring the repeal of the agricultural marketing act; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

8101. By the SPEAKER: Petition of citizens of the State
of New Jersey, supporting the prohibition law; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8102. Also, petition of Municipal Council of Aroroy, Prov-
ince of Masbate, P. I, expressing congratulations to Repre-
sentative Hare and the Members of the United States Con-
gress for the passage of the Hare independence bill; to the
Committee on Insular Affairs.

8103. Also, petition of Board of Supervisors of the City
and County of San Francisco, urging Congress to enact a
statute imposing a severe penalty for the crime of kidnaping;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE

THURSDAY, JUNE 2, 1932
(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 1, 1932)

The Senate met at 12 o’'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
passed without amendment the following bills of the Senate:

S.154. An act for the relief of Amy Harding;

S.669. An act for the relief of Chester J. Dick; and

S5.1357. An act for the relief of Nancy H. Rouse, Clara H.
Simmons, W. H. Hays, Hallie H. Hamilton, and Bradford P.
Hays.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the bill (S. 811) for the relief of Sophia A. Beers, with
amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

The message further announced that the House had
passed the following bills, in which it requested the concux-
rence of the Senate: :

H.R.632. An act for the relief of Lucy Murphy;

H.R.873. An act for the relief of Carl F. Castleberry;

H.R.964. An act for the relief of Howard Emmett Tall-
madge;

H.R.1174. An act for the relief of Mary A. Cox;

H.R.2296. An act for the relief of Charles W. Dworack;

H.R. 2478. An act for the relief of Silas B. Lawrence;

H.R.2599. An act for the relief of Henry Dixon Line-
barger;

H.R.3029. An act for the relief of William K. Lovett;

H.R.3460. An act for the relief of Caughman-EKaminer
Co.;

H.R.4059. An act for the relief of Rosamond B. Mc-
Manus;

H.R.4911. An act for the relief of Ralph E. Willlamson
for loss suffered on account of the Lawton (Okla.) fire,
1917;

H.R.5595. An act for the relief of Harry Manning Lee;

H.R.5682. An act for the relief of Miles Thomas Barrett:

H.R. 6003. An act for the relief of A. L. Marshall;

H.R.6855. An act for the relief of Sam Echols;
H.R.7656. An act for the relief of William R. Nolan;
d

.R.

an
H 8174. An act to exempt from the quota fathers and
mothers over 60 years of age of United States citizens.

AUTHENTICATED
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CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BYRNES obtained the floor.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from South
Carolina yield t6 enable me to suggest the absence of a
quorum?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator yield for
that purpose?

Mr. BYRNES. T yield.

Mr. FESS. I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.,

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ashurst Cutting Johnson Robinson,
Austin Dale Jones Robinson, AInr:
Balley Davis Eean Schall
Bankhead Dickinson Eendrick Bheppard
giarglt:ay Dill Eeyes |

ngham Fess King Shortrid
Black Fletcher La Follette Smith 3
Blaine Frazier Logan Bmoot

George McGill Stephens

Bratton Glass McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Broussard Glenn McNary Trammell
Bulkley Goldsborough Metcalfl Tydings
Bulow Gore Moses Vandenberg
Byrnes Hale Neely Wagner
Capper Harrison Norris Walsh, Mass.
Cohen Hastings Nye Walsh, Mont.
Connally Hatfleld Oddie Watson
Coolidge Hayden Patterson Wheeler
Copeland Hebert Pittman White
Costigan Hull Reed

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that the senior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swawnsor] is necessarily absent
as a member of the Geneva conference and that the junior
Senator from Louisiana [Mr., LoNe] is necessarily absent
from the city.

Mr. FESS. I desire fo announce that the following-named
Senators are detained in a meeting of the Committee on
Banking and Currency: Mr. Noreeck, Mr. TownNsEND, MT.
Wavrcorr, Mr. CAREY, Mr. Bareour, and Mr. COUZENS.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-nine Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

PETITION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the petition
of the Philadelphia (Pa.) Board of Trade, praying for the
adoption of House Resolution No. 214, submitted by Mr.
SHAnwoN, authorizing an investigation into the activities of
the Government in competition with private enterprise,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

CONSTRUCTION OF PROJECTS THROUGH THE RECONSTRUCTION
FINANCE CORPORATION

Mr. BARBOUR presented a letter from D. J. O’Connor,
manager of the Jackson (Mich.) Chamber of Commerce,
which was referred to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency and ordered to be printed in the Recoro, as follows:

JAcKsoN, MicH., May 31, 1932,
Senator W. WARREN BARBOUR,
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEear SENaTOR BARBOUR: I have very carefully gone over your bill
which was introduced to expand the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration and I believe that it is one of the most constructive
pleces of legislation with regard to the relief of the unemployed
that has been devised to date.

I have had a great deal of experience in zing of late,
building and modernizing projects for the relief of the unem-
ployed as well as stimulating the general business through the
sale of building supplies and material,

Your bill should initlate such a movement nationally and
should be of great assistance for the relief of the unemployed,
especially in the sections or districts where the building of small-
income homes or resldent property has heretofore been neglected.

There is no doubt but that there is a great demand for projects
of this' character, homes that will fit the needs of individuals
with an income up to $2,500 to $3,000 per annum,

As a suggestion, I would think that it Is necessary, or at least
advisable, for the Government or for private business interests,
especially those connected with the bullding trade, to immediately
initiate a national campaign upon the passage of your bill 50 as
to have each section organized where there has been a need deter-
mined for this type and class of construction.

A survey could be made nationally that would illustrate the
exact number of such projects In various sections of the country
and the publlcity gained from such a survey would be of material
assistance in stimulating this type of construction.

e




|
{
I
3
{

1932

Personally, if I can be of any assistance to you In the advisory
capacity or otherwise, feel perfectly free to call upon me.

Thanking you for your courtesy and cooperation in sending me
a copy of this bill as well as the opportunity to express my
opinion of the same, I remain

Sincerely yours,
D. J. O'CONNOR,
Manager Jackson Chamber of Commerce.

EXCHANGE OF TIMEERLANDS, YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK, CALIF.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp and appropriately re-
ferred a resolution adopted by the board of supervisors of
Tuolumne County, Calif., a telegram from the district attor-
ney of that county, and also a letter addressed to me by the
California State Chamber of Commerce, protesting against
the passage of the bill (S. 4472) to provide for the restora-
tion, through exchange, of certain timberlands to the Yosem-
ite National Park, Calif., and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the matters were referred to the
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys and ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Whereas information has come to the board of supervisors of
the county of Tuolumne, State of California, that an organization
known as the Emergency Conservation Committee, and having its
headquarters at 113 East Seventy-second Street, New York City,
15 advocating the acquiring of certain timberlands immediately
outside of the west boundary of Yosemite National Park by the
grant in exchange thereof of an equal value of Stanislaus National
Forest stumpage; and

Whereas it is contended by sald Emergency Conservation Com-
mittee that the lands in question will lle adjacent to the new Big
Oak Flat Road, when the fact is that the sald new Big Flat Oak
Road, per present survey, will not traverse any portion of said
lands, and literature being circulated by sald committee is mis-
leading in that the inference can and will be gained by many un-
suspecting persons that the tree illustrations in said pamphlet are
illustrative of quantity as well as quality of timber, when, as a
matter of fact, Isolated and scattered trees of such guality may be
found outside of a great length of the border of said Yosemite
National Park; and

Whereas the greater portion of the lands in question are pri-
vately owned and are now assessed for taxation purposes by the
county of Tuolumne; and

Whereas since approximately 1,038,750 acres of the area of
Tuolumne County do not appear on the assessment roll by reason
of Government ownership, this board is of the firm opinion that
no additional lands should be acquired by the Government unless
some substantial annual return therefrom in lleu of taxes be
granted: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the board of supervisors of Tuolumne County,
Calif., asserts its stand and protests against the further acquisition
of lands by the Government within the county of Tuclumne as
hereinabove fully set forth unless some substantial annual return
in lieu of taxes be granted; and be it further

Resolved, That a certified- copy of this resolution be forwarded
to the Hon. Arthur M. Hyde, Secretary of Agriculture, Washington,
D. C.; Hon. Ray Lyman Wilbur, Secretary of the Interior, Wash-
ington, D. C.; Hon. Hizam JorNsoN, United States Senhte, Wash-
ington, D. C.; Hon. SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.; Hon. H. L. ENcLEBRIGHT, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D. C.; California State Chamber of Commerce,
Ban Francisco, Calif.; Tuclumne County Chamber of Commerce,
Sonora, Calif.; and to Emergency Conservation Committee, 113 East
Seventy-second Street, New York City.

Adopted by the board of supervisors of the county of Tuolumne
April 5, 1932.

Ayes: Bupervisors Frank J. Talph, Frank J. Dondero, Ernest H.
Hodge, Robert T. Simmons, and William K. Knoop.

Noes: Supervisors, none.

SownoraA, Cavre., June 2, 1932,
Hon. SamuEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: i

Respectfully request your opposition Senate bill 4472. This
bill perniclous move by chroniec conservationists deprive this
county more and more privately owned land from assessment roll.
If proposed annexed land pald for by timber sales from BStanis-
laus National Forest, this county lose revenuie 256 per cent. Timber
sales Stanislaus Forest under present law used for support county
schools and highways. This method of purchase would place
county ridiculous position surrendering annual revenue from
Stanislaus Forest to purchase land Yosemite National Park, which
land when pald for and Government receive title would be tax-
free, and county would be making gift portion purchase price and
then lose all tax revenues from land annexed. Establishes dan-
gerous precedent, probably affecting all counties within which
national parks located. Tax exemptions this county amounting
approximately 80 per cent of value of county as follows:

National forest and park lands, San Francisco Hetchhetchy
water project, three irrigation districts impounding waters and
generating electricity this county and utilizing water and elec-
tricity in adjoining county, also all other public utilities generat-

ing electricity and other purposes. This same matter partly pre-
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sented resolution by board supervisors this county, April 5, certi-
fled copy of which mailed you. Respectfully ask your opposition
behalf this county and others similarly affected by precedent
established, Any data desired gladly furnished. California
Chamber of Commerce meeting this matter June 18,
C. H. Grayson,
District Attorney of Tuolumne County.

CaLrorNTA Su’r;tci,;mng :lr COMMERCE, ®

ockton, ., 5 .

Hon. Senator Sa\ms M. SHORTRIDGE, s )
enate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

My Dear BiR: You probably know of the activities of the emer-
gency conservation committee, with headquarters at 113 Fast
Seventy-second Street, New York City, which is advocating the
acquisition of certain timberlands immediately outside of the
western boundary of Yosemite National Park by the grant in ex-
change therefor of an equal value of Stanislaus National Forest
Tk

e contention of the emergency conservation committee
that the lands in question are adjgntc{o the Big Oak Flat Road,
but the fact is that the proposed new Big Oak Flat Road will not
traverse any portion of these lands,

The California State Chamber of Commerce has adopted a policy
which opposes any further extension of national parks in Cali-
fornia where there are natural resources involved which may be
needed for the future development of this State based upon this
policy and further, upon the belief that to take additional lands
out of the tax roll of Tuolumne County would place an undue bur-
den on the citizens thereof.

The Central Valley Council of the State chamber of commerce
has gone on record opposing the acquisition of this land. The
council area, which comprises the counties of Alpine, Amador,
Calaveras, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Tuclumne, and the fifth super-
visorial district of Contra Costa County, urges that you exercise
your power to defeat the announced program of the emergency
conservation committee having to do with the acquisition of the
above-referred-to timberlands,

You have probably received the resolution which was adopted
by the board of supervisors of Tuolumne County, in which this
council wishes to express itself as concurring in that resolution.

Yours very truly,
Cras. H. SEcersTROM,
Regional Vice President and
Chairman Central Valley Couneil.

SUBSIDIZING OF STEAMSHIP COMPANIES

Mr. MCKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to print in the Recorp as a part of my remarks a statement
of the subsidizing transactions between the United States
and the Franklin-Roosevelt-Dollar group of steamship com-
panies, giving them over $100,000,000, compiled from the
official records of the United States Shipping Board and

the Post Office Department as of May, 1932, by John Nicol-
son.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.
The statement is as follows:

SUBSIDIZING TRANSACTIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE
FRANKLIN-ROOSEVELT-DOLLAR  GROUP, GIviNg THEM Over
£100,000,000

(Compiled from official records of the United States Shipping
NMR o a;:d the Post Office Department, May, 19332, by John
colson

The P. A. 8. Franklins, the Robert Dollars, and the
have a joint interest through stock ownership in omnﬁﬂrt:
of the lines mentioned below, all of which are owned by one
or more of this group, hence this combined statement of the
financial aid they are receiving from the United States incident
to sales of ships at very low prices, loans from the construction
loan fund, and ocean-mail *contracts” under Title IV of the
merchant marine act, 1928:

1. THE UNITED STATES LINES CO.

The Franklins, the Roosevelts, and the Dollars are all financially
interested Iin this company; they own it. The line Is greatly
profiting at the cost of the Unlted States through large conces-
sions from true value in the sales prices of vessels sold it, in the
loans made it for the construction of new vessels, and in postal
contracts given it.

(a) Sales prices: "The vessels sold it include the Lepiathan,
the Roosevel:, the Harding, and seven others. Their total cost to
the United States exceeded $44,000,000. They were sold to this
line for $3,175,000, and as the part payments received from &
previous defaulting purchaser was more than offset by unpaid
accrued interest and by the loss resulting from taking back the
steamships America and George Washington, the amount named
(83,175,000) is all the United States will receive for these vessels,
leas than 10 per cent of their cost. While the * cost” does not
represent present market value, the sales price is very much less
than their true market value, the concession belng made to
promote their operation in foreign trade. To construct only
the Leviathan mnow would cost over $20,000,000. About eight
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years ago the Shipping Board expended nearly $10,000,000 in
reconditioning her.

{b) Loans: The Shipping Board has lent this line $15,700,000
in ald of bullding two new vessels., This large sum has been
loaned it at the excessively low interest rate of one-half of 1 per
cent, and for 20 years. The average Interest rate on the public
debt of the United States Is sbout eight times greater. The in-
terest loss on this one transaction will exceed $5,350,000.

gc) Postal contracts: There have also been granted this line
two ocean mall “ contracts,” the compensation under which greatly
exceeds the transportation value of the mail in fact carried.
They are:

(913; Route No. 43, between New York and Hamburg, Germany,
for 10 years, under which it will be given $14,000,000.

(2) Route No. 44, between New York and London, for 10 years,
under which it will receive $10,500,000.

Total from both mail contracts, $24,500,000,

II. THE ROBERT DOLLAR LINES

The Dollars also own three trans-Pacific lines, viz: One from
San Francisco to Manila, one from Seattle to Manila, and one
from San Francisco in “the round the world ” service. With re-
spect to each of these, also, it has received extensive financial
aids from the United States in thé low sales prices of vessels sold
it, in the grant of loans at very low rates of interest, and in the
award of ocean mail contracts at excessive rates.

(a) Sales prices: The board has sold it 15 vessels in all. These
were built after the World War and are among the finest the
United States has built, Their cost exceeded $84,000,000. They
have been sold to the Dollars for $12,775,000. While construction
cost does not represent market value, the sales price was hardly
one-third of their true market value, a concession being made to
promote their operation in foreign frade.

(b) Loans: Nearly $13,000.000 has been loaned the Dollars—
entirely apart, of course, from the unpaid purchase money on the
vessels sold it. Of this amount, $10,575,000 has been loaned for
20 years to aid in building two large vessels. One-half of it (i. e.,
$5,287,600) has been loaned at the abnormally low rate of 1
per cent per annum, and the other half (i. e, $5,287,500) at the
ridiculously low rate of one-quarter of 1 per cent per annum. The
average interest rate on the public debt of the United States is
nearly sixteen times the one-quarter of 1 per cent rate. The in-
terest loss to the United States will exceed $2,450,000.

(c) Postal contracts: Three ocean mail contracts have been
awarded them for 10 years: Route 25, between San Francisco and
Manila; Route 26, between Seattle and Manila; and Route 27, the
round-the-world service. The amount being paid at present will
be greatly increased in the future; but even on the basis of the
present fleets they will be about £38,000,000. The fransportation
value of the mail in fact carried, tested by results down to June
80, 1931, will be only about one-eighth of the compensation in
fact pald.

IIl. AMERICAN SOUTH AFRICAN LINE

This line operates between New York and SBouth Africa. It was
sold the Roosevelts and the Franklins by the Shipping Board.

{a) Sales price: The five vessels scld it are about 409 feet long
and 5,600 tons gross. The total sales price was 8777.000. Their
construction cost the United States over $9,000,000. Hence the
sales price is not 10 per cent of their cost. Their market value is
less than their cost; but their market value greatly exceeded the
sales price, a concession being made to promote their operation in
foreign trade.

(b) Loan: This company has built one new vessel (the City of
New York) in aid of which the board loaned 1t §1,.350,000 at
83; per cent for 20 years—a rate lower than the average interest
cost of the public debt. The interest loss exceeds $7,000 per
annum.

(c) Postal contract: Route No. 6, New York to South African
ports, for 10 years. This contract will yield the line over $2,600,000.
The transportation value of the mail, in fact, carried between
October 27, 1628, and June 30, 1931, was $43,237 at commercial
rates paid by the International Postal Union, but the “compen-
sation " paid for the same period was $782,602.

IV. AMERICAN LINE STEAMSHIP CORPOEATION

This line is owned by the Atlantic Transport Co., which in
is owned by the International Mercantile Marine Co. and is thus
controlled by the Franklins. The vessels were not sold to it b
the board; the company built them, aided by loans from th
loan fund of the board.

(a) Loans: The board loaned about $11,000,000 for 20 years
ald the construction of the three vessels In this service. As it
a “coastwise " route, the Interest rate was definitely fixed by la
and is not at a loss to the United States. It has been with loans
on vessels in foreign trade that unreasonable and abnormal rates
have been applied. :

(b) Postal contracts: Route 82, ostensibly a route between New
York and Balboa. We say “ ostensibly ” because the visit to Bal-
boa Is a mere navigation incident in the transit of the Panama
Canal, The contract is for 10 years and will yield the company
the totally unexpected boon of over $4,000,000. The three vessels
built are not the result of this contract, either immediately or
remotely.
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V. THE ROOSEVELT STEAMSHIP CO.
(Baltimore mail line)
This line operates between Baltlmore and Bremen. Its initial
sale by the board was to the Franklins and the Roosevelts.
(a) Sales price: The five vessels sold it are about 440 feet long
and 7,500 tons gross, The sales price was nominal; $30,000 for
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each vessel, total 8150,000. They were built by the board and
cost more than $9,000,000. Hence the sales price is less than 2
per cent of their cost. Their cost is not necessarily their market
value. Their true market value, however, was nearly ten times
the sales price; the concesslon was made to promote their recon-
ditioning and their operation in foreign trade. The board lent
most of the cost of reconditioning.

(b) Loans: The loan is £6,500,000 for 20 years at 3 per cent, to
aid In the reconditioning of the five vessels sold. This low in-
terest rate will yield less by $500,000 than the average Interest
gcsgia 03:5 the public debt, hence the interest loss will exceed

(c) Postal contract: Route No. 46, between New York and
Bremen, for 10 years, during which the line will receive not less
than $1,222,000 per year. The total will exceed $12,000,000.

That the annual compensation is excessive for the vessels used,
is revealed by the terms of the contract, under which the Post-
master General may, after the first five years, require the con-
tractor to build a new vessel, and it would cost the company
over $5,000,000 to do so. The right to require the new vessel is
imperative; it is not a ““mutual egreement” item. It is obvious
the postal-contract compensation through the first five years was
made higher than otherwise justified, to put the contractor in
funds with which to build the new vessel if compelled to do so
by the Postmaster General.

This interpretation is confirmed by the provision of the con-
tract, that, if the new vessel is not bullt, the compensation for
the second five years will be reduced to a more nearly per
level for the old vessels. It is an Incredible fact, however, that
the contractor is thus (admittedly) compensated during the first
five years on a scale covering a new building program, and yet,
should the new vessel not be built, he is to retain all this surplus
compensation intended for the cost of the new vessel.

This feature of this contract prompts reference to another con-
tract of this group, viz, the sales contract to the Dollars for the
seven large, fine “ President ™ vessels, operated in the * round the
world" service. These vessels cost the United States over
$6,000,000 each to build, and they were sold to the Dollars within
three years of their completion at the nominal price of $550,000
each. This absurdly low price seemed explained by a stipulation
in the preamble of the contract that “ the buyer has agreed to
establish with sald vessels and to maintain for a period of five
years * * * t{he round-the-world service.” That is, that they
were guaranteeing to do it, apparently, whether it paid or not.
And that the great difference between sales price and market price
was to compensate for this risk.

But the body of the contract imposed no such guaranty; they
were free to abandon the maintenance of the service; nor was
the abandonment of that service to impair the contract of sale;
the board could have taken the vessels to operate them, but only
temporarily and at its own expense, and with obligation to re-
furn them in good condition to the Dollars not later than at the
end of the b-year period; and, of course, that period having passed,
they would then be free of all limitations as to use—restoring them
to their normal market price value—the excess ahbove the low
sales value being the Dollars’, This result is not based on any
ambiguity of language, but by clear and express provisions of the
contract.

The success members of this group have had in procuring terms
and policies serving their purposes, as in obtalning a postal con-
tract for an infercoastal service, in direct contravention of law
and in the two instances just mentioned above, is further demon-
strated by the successful opposition of the Dollars to the declared
purpose of the Postmaster General to advertise as a postal route
a direct service between San Francisco and Manlla, P. I. This
course had been decided on because the Matson Line had made
known that if awarded a mail contract it would build fast, splen-
did vessels for the route and give a service about seven days
shorter than the schedules of the Dollar vessels. The Matson
vessels would have gone direct; the Dollar vessels go via Japan
and China. :

After extended hearings the Dollars were successful in their
opposition, their success being largely explained by the fact (re-
vealed in the records) that the chairman of the Shipping Board
supported the Dollars in their opposition, an amazing attitude in
the light of the fact that the Shipping Board has recommended
an extension of the coastwise laws to the Philippine Islands.

And thus was lost a direct passenger service with the Philippine
Islands which would have saved seven days over present schedules,
all to the end that trafic by the Dollar vessels, which take &
route seven days longer, might not be impaired.

Recapitulation
FRANKLIN-ROOSEVELT-DOLLAR GROUP

Cost of I&les
083
vomwotes | 200 et con| T s
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8,850,000 | 2,003,000
Total. oo eoeooooeaenn..| 8 870,000 | 81,100,000 (120,122,000 | 27,500,000
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Tolal aids received by the group

1. Interest losses on loans (compared with avwagemuo;lmblle debt).. $8, 370,000
2. Hales price concessions below market value at time ofsale ____________ 27, 500, 000
3. Postal contracts subsidizing payments. (This amount will greatly

increase, which will more than cover the transportation value of the

mail in fact carried)_. 81, 100, 000

Grand total n 116, 970, 000
TAX ON ELECTRIC ENERGY

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, in the discussion
of the amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Norris] to the revenue bill relating to the tax on elec-
tric energy, a difference of opinion was manifested as to
whether the tax which is provided for will be passed on to
the consumer. In view of that difference of opinion I ask
that there be incorporated in the Recorp an article appear-
ing in to-day’s Journal of Commerce on that subject entitled
“ Flectric Industry Not to Shift 3 Per Cent Tax—Utility Men
Say Companies Will Absorb New $55,000,000 Levy on Gross
Income,”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The article is as follows:

[From the New York Journal of Commerce, June 2, 1932]

Erectric INDUsTRY Not TOo SHIFT 3 PER CENT Tax—UTtILITY MEN
Say CompPANIES WILL Assore New $55,000,000 LEvy oN Gross
INCOME

The electric power and light industry is not expected to be able
to pass on immediately to consumers any important part of the 3
per cent excise tax adepted by the SBenate and included in the new
revenue bill, it was indicated yesterday by local utility men.

The amendment to the tax bill, submitted by Senator HoweLL,
of Nebraska, provides that there shall be imposed upon energy sold
by private companies a tax equivalent to 3 per cent of gross reve-
nues received and that this tax shall be paid from net and * not
otherwise.”

With gross revenues of approximately $2,000,000,000 after allow-
ing for an estimated 5 per cent decline in 1932 gross, the tax would
raise in the neighborhood of $55,000,000.

TWICE BAILROAD TAX

The utilities would enjoy a small partial offset, however, inas-
much as the 3 per cent payment would reduce net income on
which their tax payments are computed. With the fact in mind
that the power industry last year paid out a sum greater than
$£200,000,000 in taxes, equal to more than 10 per cent of gross rev-
enues, it is indicated that a 3 per cent tax addition is a consider-
able burden. Under the new bill the companies, taken as a whole,
would pay approximately 13 per cent of their total gross receipts
in taxes, while the railroad indusiry, for example, pays only slightly
more than 6 per cent.

As an offset, it is said that in the long run, in view of the con-
stitutional protection afforded the companies, the new tax might
mean that rates will be held at present levels. It is this question
of lower rates that has been much to the fore during the past sev-
eral months, and if a tax on power sales means that rates will
remain relatively unchanged, it is sald likely that the industry will
suffer little in the way of diminished income and at the same time
the Government will receive a substantial return.

Meanwhile the guestion of reduced earnings s problematieal.
As numerous power companies have hardly begun to cut expenses
to the extent of other industries, it was yesterday pointed out that
much in the way of expense reductions could be accomplished.
Wages, for instance, are at predepression levels for almost all
leading companies. Further savings in maintenance due to
cheaper materials and supplies is also a factor, while oil and coal,
the biggest utility costs excepting labor, are cheaper than in many
{leti?;d Depreciation provisions, liberal in the past, may also be

According to the wording of the Howell rider to the Senate bill,
municipal plants would be exempt from the impost. Senator
Howerr 1s head of the municipally operated gas and water works
of Nebraska.

His amendment follows:

FRIVATE COMPANIES

" There is hereby imposed upon energy sold by privately owned
operating electrical power companies a tax equivalent to 3 per
cent of the price for which sold payable from net income, but not
otherwise.”

Utility shares were liquidated rather heavily in yesterday's
trading on the securities market. A number of holding-company
common shares sold at new low level in anticipation of lower net
income for operating companies, and hence reduced returns for
the parent concerns, according to opinion expressed in some quar-
ters. Companies where the equities for stocks are thin would be
most affected by the measure, it was argued.

REDUCTION IN COMPENSATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, I have been presented with
a memorial from the two cities of St. Paul and Minneapolis
containing betier than 20,000 names of citizens who are

opposed to the proposed wage cut. They protest in their
own language, to wit:

This protest expresses the opinion of 20,000 Minnesota citizens.
We are opposed to wage cuts and enforced lay off for Federal

employees. Such legislation would have a serious effect on
industry.

Besides this protest of 20,000, I have been receiving daily
hundreds of wires and letters to the same effect from my
State. This morning’s mail brought me better than 500
such wires and letters. Among them is a letter from the
president of the American Federation of Labor, Mr. Green,
which I ask leave to print. Also a letter from the president
of the National Federation of Federal Employees, Mr. Stew-
ard, which I ask to have printed in the REcorb.

Charles E. Smith, president St. Paul Branch Railway Mail
Association, wires in behalf of its members.

J. W. Eoktavy, Minneapolis, wires in behalf of the Minne-
apolis post-office motor-vehicle employees.

C. M. Harvey, president tenth division, Railway Mail
Association, St. Paul, wires in behalf of railway postal
clerks.

J. E. Hanslik wires in behalf of 5,000 members of prop-
erty tax reduction clubs.

Margaret West, president Minneapolis Teachers’ Federa-
tion, wires in behalf of thousands of teachers.

H. P. Borgman, secretary, Local No. 125, National Federa-
tion, Post Office Clerks, wires in behalf of 550 members.

C. H. Allender, secretary, Local 286, Cass Lake, wires in
behalf of 70 employees.

Mr. Redpath, commander, Railway Mail Post, American
Legion, St. Paul, wires in behalf of 150 members.

James H. Long, president Federal Employees, St. Paul,
wires in behalf of its members.

W. A. Fish wires in behalf of Minneapolis postal em-
ployees, and hundreds of other such wires representing
smaller groups, besides a great mass of individual protests.

Mr. President, there is undoubtedly a universal protest
of the workers and producers of my State against this legis-
lation who demand of me my opposition to the lowering of
living standards and favor the preservation of the wages
and conditions which Federal employees have gained through
years of struggle and effort.

Minnesota has received only 75 per cent of the apportion-
ment of civil-service employees she is entitled to, and under
any plan there should be no dismissals of employees whose
residence is in the State of Minnesota unless the reduction
in personnel is more than 25 per cent.

There being no objection, the letters above referred to
(with an accompanying table) were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D. C., June 1, 1932,

Hon. TEoMAS D, SCHALL,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Because of the deep inferest which the American Fed-
eration of Labor takes in the economic welfare of the Government
employees we are deeply concerned over the provisions in the
economy bill. For this reason I am the liberty of com-
municating with you to officially advise you of the position of the
American Federation of Labor, and of labor generally throughout
the Nation, so far as the American Federation of Labor can speak
for it.

It is the opinion of the officers and members of the American
Federation of Labor that a reduction in the salaries and wages
of the Government employees would be economically wrong.
Through such action a great injustice would be imposed upon
thousands of Government workers without a corresponding bene-
fit to the Government. Wage cutting on the part of the Govern-
ment would aggravate the disturbed state of mind which already
exists, would intensify a paralysis of buying power, which at the
present moment is having such a disastrous economic effect, and
would increase the social unrest and economic discontent which
15 so noticeable in all sectlons of the land. Private employers
have followed an unwise policy of wage cutting and have aroused
feeling and passion in the minds of the masses of the people
everywhere. They believe that wage cutting on the part of the
gc‘;vertnment will be the signal for further reductions in private

ustry.

In my judgment a great service can be rendered the people by
the Congress of the United States if it will officially declare Itself
In opposition to the lowering of living standards and in favor of
the preservation of the wages and conditions which Federal em-
ployees have galned through years of struggle and effort. Such
action would strengthen and encourage employers in private in-
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dustry who are endeavoring with all the power they possess to
maintain wages, to prevent reductions in salaries, and to en-
courage buying power so that the Nation may early regain its
normal course. We can not back to the Nation
if we continue to destroy buying power through the imposition
of wage cuts amounting to millions of dollars,

When the masses of the people are compelled to accept less
in wages they are compelled by sheer force of circumstances to
buy less. Industry can not produce when workers are unable to
buy. There is every reason why the Government should set an
example to private industry. At least it should maintain an
American standard of living cammensurate with the require-
ments of American citizenship, Congress should be self-
even though the managers of private industry are influenced by
8 wage-cutting hysteria which obviously is having disastrous
effects upon the economic life of the Nation. Sane men ought
to see that the need of the hour is to build up and increase buy-
ing power. We can not, I assure you, bring about economic re-
covery by weakening and destroying the purchasing power of the
masses of the people.

I sincerely hope Congress will find ways and means to econo-
mize and reduce Government expenses without reducing wages,
without lowering the living standard, and without striking a
blow at those intangible human values which after all are the
most lasting and abiding of all. May I appeal to you in the name
and In behalf of the working people of the Nation, the men and
women employed both in public and private enterprises to op-
pose pay cuts for Government employees and to boldly announce
that so far as the Federal Government is concerned wage cutting
must cease so that the standard of American life and living may
be permanently established and securely maintained.

Very sincerely yours,
Wn. GREEN,
President American Federation of Labor.

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES,
Washington, D. C., June 1, 1932.

My DeAr SENATOR: We are inclosing a tabular statement show-
ing the number of civilian employees grouped by $100 salary
steps. This table was prepared in the Bureau of the Budget and
is authoritative.

This table shows that a cut of 10 per cent on annual salaries
of civilian Federal employees below $1,000 would save $4,330,902;
below $2,500 would save $82,090,505; below $3,000 would save
$92,674,817; and below $5,000 would save $102,687,787.

It is apparent that no Senator wishes to cut the pay of em-
ployees in the lower salary ranges. The bulk of the savings must
be secured by cuts in this group. The savings effected by cuts in
the higher-pald groups is so negligible as not to warrant the
United States Government lowering employment standards.

Very truly yours,
LuraEr C. STEWARD, President.

Number and cost of salaries of civilian employees of the ezecutive
branch of the Government

[Compiled in January, 1932, from latest available information]

Civil
rodt Aakiryi Number Balary cost

e | fiue | Cost for group | Cumulative cost
Tkl s s 732, 460 mm]sx,osa.m.m»s $1, 055, 970, 636. 55
TUp to $1,000_._ - 124,678 | 124 678 43, 300, 021, 57 43, 300, 021, 57
$1,000-£1,100__ 56,863 | 181, 561 18, (38, 396. 80 61, 347, 418.37

$1,100-§1,200... | gg g:{.;l% ]z;‘{%%“ 664,
$1,200-$1,300. s 32, 84 106, 910, 641. 85
20,243 | 251,519 21,647,211. 78 1%.56?,351 43
24,643 | 276,162 | 25,273, 105.49 | 154 830, 058 02
24,044 | 300, 206 32, 562, 998. 76 188, 393, 957, 68
28,380 | 324 505 43, 120, 960. 84 21, 514, 927, 52
20,028 | 348, 623 32, 712, 739. %0 264, 227, 667. 42
a5, 690 | 384,313 62, 612, 587. 73 326, 840, 255, 15
32,776 | 417,080 B0, 060, 268, 58 386, 900, 523. 73
24 186 | 441,275 48 530, 825 91 435, 431, 349, 64
116,750 | 558,034 | 242,864 830.74 | 678, 296, 159, 38
13,078 | 571,112 28 858, 487. 00 707, 154, 676, 38
25,374 | D96, 486 57, b47, 533. 82 764, 702, 210. 20
3,225 | 619,711 56, 202, 844. 98 820, 805, 055. 18
49,135 | 668 849 22 T26, 480. 52 843, 631, 535. 70
15,116 | 653,965 30, 285, 484. 19 882 917, 019. 89
6,493 | 690,458 17,488, 165,00 | 900, 415, 21489
5,047 | 695 505 14, 067, 523. 30 914, 482, 738,19
3,984 | 600,480 | 11,265 440.00 | 025 748 17819
3,612 | 703,001 10, 331, 218. 00 936, 079, 396. 19
1,808 | 704, 804 5,450 319. 44 41, 538 715 63
4,484 | 709,288 14, 335, (43. 00 955, 874, 358, 63
2,343 | 711,631 7, 092, 167, 00 903, 566, 525. 63
1,825 | 713 456 6,199,120.15 | 969, 765, 645. 78
1,987 | 715 443 6, 916, 484. 00 9786, 682, 130, 78
1,358 | 716,801 4, B41, 023 53 981, 523, 163. 31
96 1 717,737 3, 352, 002. 00 984, 875, 185. 31
2,875 | 720,612 10, 864, 987. 00 995, 740, 152, 31
251 | 720,863 476, 562. 00 906, 716, 714. 31
1,578 | 722,441 6,341,012.40 | 1,008, (57, 726. 71
I Salary of civillan employees is gross salary and includes the valoe of quarters,

subsistence, or other facilities or services furnished by the Government,
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Number and cost of salaries of civilian employees of the erecutive
branch of the Government—Continued

Civil

Annual salary F it Salary cost
gﬁ% gwtuo]& Cost for group | Cumulative cost
T2, 54 627, 204. 4 003, 684, 30 75
723, 460 3,613,827.50 | 1,007, 298, 758. 25
T24,188 3, 171,017.50 | 1,010, 470, 675. 75
T2, 438 10, 259, 866.00 | 1,020, 730, H41. 75
T, 124 6, 148,193.00 | 1,026 878, 734.
TR (43 4,573, 104.00 | 1,031,451, 838,75
720,017 1,941, 870.60 | 1,033, 393, T09. 35
725,328 L6709, 452,80 | 1,085,073, 16215
780, 233 5,083, 770.80 | 1,040, 108, 932. 05
730, 536 1,758, 718.00 | 1,041, 865, 651,95
731, T4 4,218, 776.00 | 1,046, 054, 426,95
731, M43 1,997,424, 60 | 1,048, 081, 851. 55
781, 787 1,710, 830. 00 | 1,048, 792, 681, 55
150 { 731,087 1, 111,033.00 | 1,060, 903, 714. 55
133 | 732,070 1,047, 672,00 | 1,051,951, 386. 55
40 | 732,110 344, 500.00 | 1,062, 205, 8886, 55
138 | 732,248 1,243,350.00 | 1,053, 539, 228, 55
134 | 732,382 1,340,000.00 | 1,054, 879, 236, 55
N 6| 782 888 66, 000,00 | 1,054, 845, Z36. 55
$12,000-$15000__. ... 4] | 732,429 404, 000.00 | 1,055 440, 136.55
$15,000 Iy Sl ol 31 | 732,460 830, 500.00 | 1,055, 870, 636. 55

LEGISLATION BY CONGRESS URGED

Mr. HASTINGS presented the following letter from H. S,
Hayward, of Wilmington, Del., which was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD:

Benator DanieL O. HASTINGS,
Washington, D, C.

My Dear SenaTor: Do you know that you are sitéing on a politi-
cal volcano? Do you know that your fellow Senators and Con-
gressmen in the lower House are sitting on a political volcano?
Do you know unless drastic relief measures in the way of in-
creasing employment are taken in time that there will be a revo-
lution worse than the French or Russian Revolution? Do you
know that there will be thousands of eligible voters who will not
vote this year or, if they vote, will vote some one not in office
rather than anyone who will increase their taxes In any shape
or manner? Do you know that the best ammunition that your
opponents will have for your defeat and their election will be
your vote for the $1,000,000,000 tax bill, whether the sales tax or
other equally obnoxious taxes are written in it? Why don't you
follow the plan formulated by Mr. Lammot du Pont, of the Du
Pont Co. whereby the United States Government can save $1,000,-
000.000 in taxes? Then there would be no need for any present
$1,000,000,000 additional taxes which are wholly uncalled for and
unnecessary if the United States would cut its expenses to meet
its present income like the individual, company, or corporation
must do or go into bankruptey or receivership. It would be noth-
ing but plain common sense, just good horse sense if the United
States Government would cut its expenditures by $1,000,000,000.
Why should a spendthrift Congress—Senators and Representa-
tives—impose burdensome taxes upon a people suffering under a
depression the worst they have known. Why do you alienate
17,000,000 investors in bonds and stocks already having terrible
paper losses in their bonds and stocks by imposition of additional
transfer taxes. Why don't you tax heavily the short sellers of
wheat, cotton, stocks, and bonds, the criminal betrayers of our
prosperity, who are prolonging this depression? Why don't you
increase the tax on refined sugar and Increase the employment in
our sugar refineries rather than have them on part time or thrown
out of work because more and more refined sugar is imported?

Why do you regulate the railroads to the point of starvation so
that they would be bankrupt or in hands of receivers if it were
not for the loans of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation?
Why do you let the busses and trucks go unregulated, taking
away business from the regulated rallroads? Make the rallroads
prosperous and make the country prosperous. Why isn’t there
some constructive action in Congress rather than destructive in
the £1,000,000,000 tax program.

Yours truly,

WoanNcToN, DeL., May 31, 1932,

H. 5. HAYWARD.
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. TOWNSEND, from the Commiftee on Banking and
Currency, to which was referred the bill (S. 3346) to provide
for the escheat to the United States of certain deposits in na-
tional banks, reported it with an amendment and submitted
a report (No. 760) thereon.

Mr. NORBECK, from the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, to which was referred the bill (S. 4780) to provide
that advances under the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion act may be made for crop planting or crop cultivation

B
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during the year 1932, reported it with an amendment and
submitted a report (No. 761) thereon.

Mr. WHITE, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (S. 2370) for the conservation of lob-
sters, to regulate interstate transportation of lobsters, and
for other purposes, reported it with amendments and sub-
mitted a report (No. 762) thereon.

Mr. HEBERT, from the Committee on Patents, to which
was referred the bill (S. 1301) to renew and extend certain
letters patent, reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 763) thereon.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF THE POST OFFICE COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

Mr. ODDIE, from the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads, reported favorably sundry nominations of post-
masters, which were placed on the Executive Calendar.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE:

A bill (8. 4793) to grant compensation, disability allow-
ance, or pension to enlisted men retired from the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and transferred members
of the Fleet Naval and Marine Corps Reserve; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LOGAN:

A bill (8. 4794) for the relief of Homer H. Keffer; and

A bill (S. 4795) for the relief of Charles Wilson; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (S. 4796) granting a pension to Maude Kinser Alex-
ander;

A bill (8. 4797) granting a pension to Mary Burton;

A bill (S. 4798) granting a pension to Roscoe Johnson;

A bill (8. 4799) granting a pension to Mary A. Newkirk;
and

A bill (S. 4800) granting a pension to William Russell; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS:

A bill (8. 4801) for the relief of A. L. Marshall; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FLETCHER:

A bill (S. 4802) to amend section 5 of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation act; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

A bill (8. 4803) for the relief of Daniel C. McIntyre (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. GLASS:

A bill (S. 4804) to provide for the construction of a suit-
able approach to the Arlington Memorial Bridge connecting
Lee Boulevard (route No. 711 of Virginia) with the Memorial
Bridge; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. BLAINE:

A Dbill (S. 4805) for the relief of Henry J. Westphal (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred as indicated below:

H. R. 632. An act for the relief of Lucy Murphy;

H.R. 873. An act for the relief of Carl F. Castleberry;

H.R.1174. An act for the relief of Mary A. Cox;
.R.2296. An act for the relief of Charles W. Dworack;
.R.2478. An act for the relief of Silas B. Lawrence;
R. 3029. An act for the relief of William K. Lovett;
R.3460. An act for the relief of Caughman-Kaminer
R. 4059. An act for the relief of Rosamond B. McManus;
R.5682. An act for the relief of Miles Thomas Barrett;
R. 6003, An act for the relief of A. L. Marshall;

H. R. 6855. An act for the relief of Sam Echols; and

H. R.7656. An act for the relief of William R. Nolan: to
the Committee on Claims,

H.R.964. An act for the relief of Howard Emmett Tall-
madge;

H.R.2599. An act for the relief of Henry Dixon Line-
barger; and

H.R. 5595. An act for the relief of Harry Manning Lee;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. -

H.R.8174. An act to exempt from the quota fathers and
mothers over 60 years of age of United States citizens; to the
Committee on Immigration.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 26) to establish
a commission to be known as the United States Roanoke
Colony Commission to report a plan and program for the
celebration in 1934 of the three hundred and fiftieth anniver-
sary of the birth of English-speaking civilization in America,
on Roanoke Island, N. C., was referred to the Committee to
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses.of the Senate.

AMENDMENTS TO LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. GLASS submitted two amendments infended to be
proposed by him to House bill 11267, the legislative appro-
priation bill, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed, as follows:

On page 49, lines 19 and 20, strike out the words “ the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs.”

On page 46, line 18, subsection (f), strike out the words “in-
solvent bank receivers and bank examiners' and insert “ public
officials and employees,”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to House bill 11267, the legis-
lative appropriation bill, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed, as follows:

On page 45, strike out the last word in line 10 and all of line
11 and insert in lieu thereof the following: * as follows: Com-
pensation to sum of $1,200 shall be exempt from reduction; com-
pensation on that portion above $1,200 to $2,000 shall be reduced
by 5 per cent; compensation on that portion above $2,000 to $3,000
shall be reduced by 10 per cent; compensation on that portion
above $3,000 to $5,000 shall be reduced by 15 per cent; and com-
pensation above $5,000 shall be reduced 20 per cent of the amount
thereof.”

Mr. JOHNSON submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to House bill 11267, the legislative appro-
priation bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and fo be
printed, as follows: y

At the end of line 11, page 45, insert the following language:

* Provided, however, That the said reduction shall not apply to
the compensation or salaries herein described which are not in
excess of $2,600 per annum, and compensation and salaries herein
described of sald $2,500 or less per annum are exempted from the
provisions of this section.”

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and a
joint resolution, and they were signed by the Vice President:

S.154. An act for the relief of Amy Harding;

S.669. An act for the relief of Chester J. Dick;

8.1357. An act for the relief of Nancy H. Rouse, Clara H.
Simmons, W. H. Hays, Hallie H, Hamilton, and Bradford P.
Hays;

H.R.208. An act to authorize transfer of the abandoned
Indian-school site and building at Zeba, Mich., to the
L’Anse Band of Lake Superior Indians;

H.R.1029. An act for the relief of Basil N. Henry;

H.R.3691. An act for the relief of J. P. Moynihan;

H.R.4143. An act for the relief of the Sherburne Mer-
cantile Co.;

H.R.4270. An act for the relief of Carroll K. Moran;

H.R.4453. An act for the relief of Pasquale Mirabelli;

H.R.4868. An act for the relief of George E. Casey;

H.R.7305. An act to permit construction, maintenance,
and use of certain pipe lines for petroleum and petroleum
products; )

H.R.9254. An act to authorize the exchange of a part of
the Rapid City Indian School land for a part of the Pen-
nington County Poor Farm, South Dakota; and

H. J. Res. 341. Joint resolution providing for the suspen-
sion of annual assessment work on mining claims held by
location in the United States and Alaska.
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THE SOUTH CAROCLINA BAR AND PROHIBITION

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the ReEcorp an editorial from one of the
leading dailies of South Carolina, the State, entitled “ The
South Carolina Bar and Prohibition.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The editorial is as follows:

[From the State, Columbia, 8. C., June 1, 1832]
THE SOUTH CAROLINA BAR AND PROHIBITION

The question is being raised as to the merit of the vote recorded
at the meeting of the South Carclina Bar Association last week in
favor of the repeal of the eighteenth amendment.

In comment on the report published in the Greenville News that
the resolution favoring repeal was passed by *a very large major-
ity,” H. J. Haynesworth, Esq., writes that the vote was actually
50 to 42, and was taken when less than half those who had at-
tended the association's meeting were present. Mr. Haynesworth
adds that he wrote a letter in advance of the meeting to the chair-
man of the committee having the resolution in charge saying:

“The committee of which you are chairman has given public |

notice of its pu to offer a resolution at the approaching
meeting indorsing the repeal of the eighteenth amendment.

“This is a subject involving certain moral, political, and eco-
nomic considerations upon which the bar of this State is hope-
lessly divided.

*“I question the propriety of entangling the association in con-
troversies of this kind. Any resolution on the subject pro or con,
if introduced, would be the subject of discord, and the result
would not represent the sentiment of a united bar.

“I hope that your committee will reconsider its purpose to press
this resolution.”

The South Carolina bar is, as Mr. Haynesworth says, * hopelessly
divided " on this issue, but whether that fact should debar it from
raising the issue in its counsels, this layman regards as an open

uestion.

A We assume that the majority of the bar is personally wet; we
do not believe a majority or even a large minority is politically
wet at this time.

These resolutions are really not important without knowing
something of the plans and program of the hereafter. What is
to come after repeal—should repeal prevail?

As there is not one chance in ten thousand of South Carolina
or three-fourths of the States consenting fo repeal with no accept-
able substitute provided in advance, this splashing around seems
rather purposeless and futile; especially by so potentially power-
ful and influential a body as is constituted by South Carolina
lawyvers. And there is so much which the South Carolina bar
could do for South Carolina if it but put its hand to the plow.
There is vitally important work to be done; there is crying need
for it to be done, and only the members of the bar can do it.

WORLD ECONOMIC CONFERENCE

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask permission to print
in the REecorp a short editorial from the Washington Daily
News of this date entitled “A World Conference.”

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Daily News, Thursday, June 2, 1932]

A WorLD CONFERENCE

The Washington-London suggestion of a world economic con-
ference s splendid. Two things have been taught this Nation
and others by the depression. One is that the basic causes are
economic. The other is that economic forces are not national
but international, Drop a stone in our economic puddle and the
ripples circle out across the seven seas to the ends of the earth.
So when another nation puts its foot into it, we get the reper-
cussions over here.

Such being the case, it is only a matter of very obvious intel-
ligence for the nations to get together to eliminate causes which
injure them all and to produce results which will benefit them all.

Of course there is nothing new about the idea of a world eco-
nomic conference. There was one at Geneva in 1927. There was
another, though more limited in scope, in 1928. Neither of them
improved the state of the world which, on the contrary, has grown
worse.

On the basis of this record one might consider another effort
hopeless. That, Indeed, was the attitude of President Hoover re-
cently when he vetoed the Democratic tariff bill which carried a
provision for a world economic conference. *The American Gov-
ernment has participated in several international economic con-
ferences for these identic purposes since the great war,” he said,
and added: * They have resulted in very little accomplishment.”

It seems to us fortunate that the President has become more
hopeful. He has now accepted the idea, at least in a limited way,
according to the State Department announcement. In fact, For-
eign Minister Simon. told the British House of Commons yester-
day that this latest proposal originated in Washington, which
means at the White House.

Just why Washington should announce that the idea originated
in London and London should insist that it was born in Wash-
ington is not clear, This confusion, however, is not important
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unless it means that the two governments are practicing the old
diplomatic trick of discussing solutions which they have no inten-
tion of carrying out.

That was the trouble with these other two economic confer-
ences about which Mr. Hoover was so disc . The fault was
not in the conference method. Nor was it in the faflure to dis-
cover causes and to find at least partial solutions. The trouble
was the insincerity of the governments participating. They were
not willing to abolish their own selfish trade restrictions against
foreign commerce and to batter down their own tariff walls. They
were not willing to cut down war debts and reparations to a point
which necessity now imposes upon them.

It is futile; however, to blame the other fellow as long as our
own attitude is so unintelligently selfish. In the very breath that
the State Department announced acceptance of the international-
conference plan, it specified that the *“conference would have
nothing to do with war debts, reparations, disarmament, or any
other than purely economic subjects.” There may be some dis-
agreement—though we can not understand it—as to whether dis-
armament Is an economic question. But if debts are not an eco-
nomic question, words have lost their meaning.

Tarifl is another economic question which Washington appar-
ently would shut out from the * purely economic * conference.

For many months there has been need of an economic confer-
ence on debts, disarmament and expense and tariff—the 3-in-1
economic issue which must be settled to stop the world depres-
sion. But a world conference which concentrated on results like
the fall in commodity prices, without getting back to causes,
would be just another conference.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United
States, submitting nominations, was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
11267) making appropriations for the legislative branch of
the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933,
and for other purposes, the pending question being on the
amendment of the Committee on Appropriations, under the
subhead “ Schedule of Temporary Reductions,” on page 45,
line 6, after the word “ reduced,” to strike out “as follows:
Compensation at an annual rate of $2,500 or less shall be
exempt from reduction; and compensation at an annual rate
in excess of $2,500 shall be reduced by 11 per cent of the
amount thereof in excess of $2,500 ” and insert “by 10 per
cent of the amount thereof,” so as to read:

Sec. 102. (a) During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, the
compensation for each civilian and noncivilian office, position, em-
ployment, or enlistment in any branch or service of the United
States Government or the government of the District of Columbia
is hereby reduced by 10 per cent of the amount thereof.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Byrnes] has the floor.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.

Mr, NORRIS. I assume the Senator is going to discuss
the question of salary reductions?

Mr. BYRNES. I am.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator has given the matter so much
attention that I would like to have the benefit of his discus-
sion of an amendment which I have prepared. If he will
yield for the purpose, I will offer the amendment. It can
then be the pending amendment, and the Senator can dis-
cuss it.

Mr. BYRNES, ' I have no objection.

Mr. NORRIS. I offer the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read for
the information of the Senate.

The CrHIEF CLERK. On page 45, line 7, amend the House
text as follows:

Btrike out the figures *“$2500" and insert in lleu thereof
‘81,500 ; and, in line B, after the semicolon following the word
“ reduction,” strike out the balance of the paragraph and insert in
lieu thereof the following: * and that part of any annual compen-
sation in excess of $1,500 and mot in excess of $2,600 shall be
reduced by 6 per cent; that part of any annual compensation in
excess of $2,500 and not in excess of §4,000 shall be reduced by
10 per cent; that part of any annual compensation in excess of
84,000 and not in excess of $5,600 shall be reduced by 15 per cent;
that part of any annual compensation in excess of $5,500 and not
in excess of §7,500 shall be reduced by 20 per cent; and that part
of any annual compensation in excess of $7,500 shall be reduced by
25 per cent.”
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Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I do not believe there could
be assigned to any committee of the Senate a more disagree-
able duty than that assigned to the so-called Economy Com-~
mittee. It is pleasant to increase the salaries of employees
and to increase appropriations for activities which resulf in
larger salaries for employees. It is very unpleasant to take
anything from employees. I would rather exercise the role
of Santa Claus bringing gifts to people than to be charged
with the duty of economizing when necessarily it results in
decreasing the compensation of persons in the employ of the
Government; but, Mr. President, we must not forget the
situation existing in this country when the Congress con-
vened last December and the situation existing to-day.

The necessity for this legislation has not arisen during the
last few days. Throughout the Nation there was a demand
for a reduction of taxation by all government. Decreasing
dividends, decreasing employment, 5-cent cotton, 40-cent
wheat, mortgages being foreclosed, farmers being driven
from farms where they were born and where their ancestors
were born, all caused the people of the Nation to demand
that the cost of government—Federal, State, county, and
city—should be reduced. States, counties, municipalities,
have all responded with a reduction of taxation.

The Federal Government, however, responds by passing a
bill taxing the people, who cry for a reduction, one and a
quarter billion dollars, to be added to the burdens already
placed upon them. On the other hand, throughout this
Nation, States, without exception, have reduced their costs;
salaries have been reduced by them; counties have reduced
salaries; cities have reduced salaries. That condition is
general. I shall refer to only a few instances where that
has been done. The following municipalities, so far as I
can learn as a result of a hurried investigation, during the
fiscal year 1931, or during the current year, have reduced
the salaries of employees in amounts ranging from 3 per
cent to over 20 per cent: Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit,
Los Angeles, Cleveland, Baltimore, Pittsburgh, Buffalo, Min-
neapolis, Cincinnati, Newark, Kansas City, Indianapolis,
Rochester, Portland, Oreg., Houston, Toledo, St. Paul, and
Syracuse.

Even with the reductions we have made in some of the
appropriation bills, what is the situation now confronting
the country, and which has been confronting it during the
last six months? Since last December I think I have con-
sumed but 15 minutes of the time of the Senate; but I have
listened with great attention to much of the discussion about
appropriations. I know that every man who discusses the
subject discusses it from a different angle. The President
of the United States has referred to the reduction below the
Budget estimates submitted last December. He refers in his
statements to the reduction in what we call the regular
annual appropriations and states that there was a reduction
in the estimates submitted by him of approximately $369,-
000,000 below the expenditures for the current fiscal year.
But, Mr. President, what are the facts so far as the taxpayer
of America is concerned? The taxpayer of America wants
to know what is the tax bill imposed by this session of Con-
gress as compared with the tax bill of the session of Congress
which adjourned March 4 last year. That tax bill he has to
pay; it makes no difference to him whether appropriations
be called regular annual appropriations or miscellaneous ap-
propriations., Here are the facts as to the appropriations of
the last session of Congress as compared with this session of
Congress:

The last session of Congress, which adjourned March 4,
1931, appropriated $5,178,524,967.95. Last December, at this
session, the President submitted to the Congress from the
Bureau of the Budget estimates for regular annual appro-
priations amounting to $4,601,479,101. Since that time he
has submitted supplemental estimates amounting to $1,003,-
456,647.64, which makes a total of $5,604,935,748.64 submitted
to Congress.

What is the status of the appropriation bills to-day? If
at this date the President of the United States should affix
his signature to the appropriation bills now pending in Con-
gress, whether they are now in conference, in the Appro-
priations Commitiee of the Senate, or in the hands of sub-
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committees, there would be a reduction in appropriations
amounting to $159,491,057.79, which would leave us in the
situation, if we had to close down this minute and the Presi-
dent signed the bills as they stand, of appropriating $266,-
916,622.90 more than the last session of Congress appro-
priated.

It is fair to say that involved in the aggregate amount are
the so-called miscellaneous appropriations, including those
for the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, the subscrip-
tion to the capital stock of the Federal land banks, a defi-
ciency appropriation for the Veterans' Bureau, an appro-
priation for the Employment Service, and several other
items, all of which have combined to make this total. That,
however, is not what the taxpayer wants to know. He says,
“1I do not want to become involved in any intricate set of
figures; I want to know what the total bill is of this session
of Congress as compared with the last.” If we were to hand
it to him to-day we would have to hand him a bill for $266,-
000,000 more was appropriated by the last session of
Congress, '

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, if the Senator will
yield, just for information, will the Senator indicate how
much the capital figures are in that estimate?

Mr. BYRNES. I can not give them in detail, but I think
I can give the Senator the information he desires; That the
decrease in the appropriations known as the regular annual
appropriations as it stands to-day, by reason of the desire on
the part of the Congress to economize wherever possible,
amounts to $159,491,000,

How has that been brought about? It has been brought
about because the Senate undertook to reduce expenditures
and thereby respond to the demand of the people of America.
After the House had undertaken its economy program we
resorted to a further 10 per cent reduction here. Because of
the reductions by House and Senate, the Interior Depart-
ment appropriation bill was reduced 3314 per cent, and as a
result of it hundreds of people will have fo be dismissed from
that service. We have greatly reduced other appropriations
and similar dismissals will have to take place in the many
departments affected.

The Post Office appropriation bill is pending before the
Appropriations Committee, and as to it a controversy exists.
It is contended by one Member that we can reduce it 10 per
cent without causing dismissals because we can reduce the
ocean mail subsidies and the air mail subsidies. That, how-
ever, is dependent entirely upon whether or not those con-
tracts can be violated. The United States can not afford to
violate its contracts; it never has done so and it never will;
and when the Appropriations Committee of the Senate goes
into that matter and the Senate considers it, if it involves a
violation of contract, such action is not going to be taken;
and then, if the reduction shall be made, it will mean that
men and women throughout the Postal Service must be dis-
missed; that rural routes must be consolidated; that carriers
and clerks must be dismissed. That is the situation. This
cut must be agreed to or else the Senate must retreat from
its position in favor of a 10 per cent cut in the appropriation
for the Post Office Department, otherwise hundreds will be
dismissed.

Where else are we going to effect savings? The President
of the United States in a very optimistic statement said that
he thought, in addition to the approximately $250,000,000
saving sought to be effected by this bill, we could hope for an
additional $150,000,000 cut in other appropriations. Can we
deduct 10 per cent from the independent offices appropria-
tion bill? That bill carries approximately $1,000,000,000 for
the veterans of the World War, the Spanish-American War,
and the War between the States. We can not reduce it; and
if we can not make a reduction in the appropriation for the
veterans, manifestly we can not strike $100,000,000 from that
appropriation bill. It can only be done by going fo per-
sonnel and dismissing employees, destroying the service,
closing regional offices throughout the country. We may
as well realize that situation.

There is another thing. We talk about saving in this bill
$238,000,000, and then say that we will add to that sum the
savings effected in these other bills. If we should do that,
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we would not be doing what the Economy Committee
thought was right. I want to explain that to the Senate
right now.

In the Interior Department bill, as I have said, we reduced
the appropriation below last year by 33% per cent. That
means the dismissal of employees who have been in the
service for years; it means turning them out at a time when
more than 8,000,000 men walk the streets seeking employ-
ment. No more inhumane thing could be done even under
extremity. We do not believe that it should be done, and
we have sought to prevent it not only as to the Interior De-
partment but also as to the other departments. How have
we sought to prevent it? In this bill we seek to apply a
reduction of 10 per cent in salaries. If for the Secretary’s
office there was an appropriation of $100,000—using that fig-
ure merely for mathematical purposes—and when the ap-
propriation bill reached the Senate, by reason of the acfion
of the majority of the Senate, under the McKellar motion
we reduced that appropriation 10 per cent, then the amount
left for personnel in the office of the Secretary of the In-
terior is $90,000, a reduction to the extent of $10,000, and
to that extent employees will have to be discharged. This
bill comes along, and we reduce by 10 per cent the salaries
of the employees in that office, and when we reduce by 10
per cent the salaries paid to employees in the office of the
Secretary of the Interior then he is able to keep in that
office every employee now there. It is true they will all get
10 per cent less for this year, but not one employee will
have to be dismissed. This is true because we have put info
this bill a provision that the savings effected by this reduc-
tion of 10 per cent shall be available to apply in the depart-
ments and bureaus solely for the purpose of paying salaries.
In other words, the head of the bureau can not take that
reduction and use it to put up a building, but the head of the
bureau, the Secretary of the Interior in the instance to
which I have referred, can take the 10 per cent saving and
apply it to the employees of that office and prevent the head
of some family from being turned out upon the streets in
this day of unemployment.

Mr. President, we did another thing. We thought that
inevitably, by reason of the reductions and cuts heretofore
provided by the Congress and those which are threatened,
even with this 10 per eent reduction, there would necessarily
be some reduction in the number of employees; and again,
seeking to help them, we included a section, which has been
the subject of eriticism, but which was included for no other
purpose other than to help them, providing that where, in
any department, by reason of a reduction in appropriation
made by Congress, after applying the 10 per cent cut, it is
still necessary to dismiss men from the service of the Gov-
ernment, for this year the head of the department will have
the right to furlough such employvees instead of absolufely
dismissing them from the service. The employee is fur-
Toughed without pay; he will not have to go through the
procedure of reinstatement when normal times return when
he asks for reinstatement; but he is continued as an em-
ployee. Solely for the purpose of helping him, we have
placed in the bill the provision that the head of the depart-
ment may furlough him without pay for the remainder of
this year.

But, Mr. President, we come right down to the question of
salary reduction. If there is to be a saving on this score,
we can not proceed, as did the genflemen at the other side
of the Capitol, to save, on account of salaries, $9,000,000.
No man wants to reduce the compensation of employees.
I certainly do not want to do it; and yet what is the situa-
tion in business?

According to a report which the Department of Commerce
has received from the National Industrial Conference Board
of New York City—I do not know how accurate it is in its
figures; I submit it only for what it is worth—salaries were
reduced in the last two years by four out of five of all con-
cerns in the leading fields of American business. Wages
were cut by three out of every four firms, according to a
statement which the Department of Commerce, on May 28,
received from the National Industrial Conference Board.

JUNE 2

Our own experience is just as good a guide to us as any
figures submitted by that board. What is the situation in
our homes? Is the income of the cotton farmer decreased?
It is gone. Is the income of the wheat grower decreased?
It is one of the forgotten things of the past. How about
the industrial enterprises in our States? Yesterday I re-
ceived a telegzram from the president of a cotton mill in
South Carolina indicative of the rather general conditions,
saying that 30 cotton mills would be closed down, and the
men are laid off for the next 60 days. In every other State
similar situations exist.

With this situation, with the demand on the part of the
people for some relief from the burden of taxation, this
problem is submitted to us.

Within the last 24 hours we put into a bill a tax of an
additional cent on gasoline, It was sent to the other end
of the Capitol and sent to conference with cheers, cheering
the imposition of an additional tax on gasaline. When the
farmer to-day, out on some farm in a Western State or a
Southern State, stops a rural carrier and asks, “What is
the news from Washington? ” he can be told truthfully that
in Washington they have imposed an additional tax of a
billion and a quarter dollars to add to the burden of taxa-
tion under which he was already groaning and suffering
day by day. He, in turn, can say, “ Has any reduction been
made in the appropriations, in the salaries of Federal em-~
ployees? ¥ “No.”

We put this provision in the bill with this thought: We
had to make a reduction in the expenditures of the Federal
Government for this year., Where can it be done except
on personnel? The reduction must be made with per-
sonnel. When we make the reduction in personnel, shall
we do it with an exemption, on a graduated scale, by the
furlough plan suggested by the President, or by some new
and original plan?

We canvassed every one of the propositions. We con-
cluded that the only way that we could possibly save the
amount of money which the exigencies of the occasion de-
mand was to apply this reduction of 10 per cent from Presi-
dent to porter, from judge to janitor, throughout all the
Government service. When we enter into the intricacies
of the furlough plan we necessarily become involved in dis-
criminations in favor of one as against another man. Here
is one man in an office who the head of the department
would say was essential and should be exempted from the
furlough plan. Here is another man who says, “ Why did
you exempt him? I am just as important to the Govern-
ment *; and he is dissatisfied.

Government employees are human beings. No man will
ever hear me criticize them for complaining of any reduc-
tion at all, because they are human; but what they want, if
I understand them, is that every man shall be freated
alike. If we treat them alike, then they have no com-
plaint.

Whenever we enter the field of exemptions, we run into
this situation: Suppose we puf the exemption at $1,500.
Pirst, from a legislative standpoint, let me be practical about
it. I know whai happens. If the Senator from Michigan
bids $1,500, the President of the Senate will immediately
become an auctioneer. Whenever he says “Are there any
other amendments?” some other Senator is going to bid
$2,000. *“Are there any other amendments?” $2,500, $3,000,
$3.500—exemptions going up and reductions going down.
The inevitable result will be that out of this there will be
no saving to the taxpayers of America. That is because we
are human. That is because it is necessarily our desire, if
we happen to entertain those particular views, to go as far
as we can, to please friends ameng the Government em-
plo'g;gscommittee represented both sides of this Chamber
and practically all sections of the country. We had vary-
ing views. We sacrificed them. So far as I am concerned,
I stand for every provision in the bill. I stand for them
only because it is absolutely to grant relief to the tax-
payers of America. Much as I may think of the people
in the employ of the Government of the United States
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who are my friend?.. I know it is essential. I believe that
when a rural carrier to-day leaves his post office to go 24
miles around his route, if he is a thoughtful man, he will
know that every house he passes has in it a family which
is now confronted with the necessity of eking out a living
on 5-cent cotfon or 40 or 50 cent wheat. He knows that
the burden of taxation has made that homeowner wonder
whether he will have a roof over his head for another 12
months. As the rural carrier drives by, receiving his salary,
with his certainty of employment and his certainty of re-
tirement, I think if he is a thoughtful man he will say,
“I do not like to give up $200 of my salary this year,
but when the Congress of the United States and the Presi-
dent of the Nation say it is necessary that this reduction
be made, when my common sense tells me, even if there
never was a Congress or President, that some reduction
should be made, I am willing to give it up for one year,
knowing as I do that under the terms of the bill, at the
end of the year, automatically my salary is restored, and
all that T am asked to do is to give up 10 per cent of what
I received last year.” Then he has the knowledge that
every other employee is giving up the same thing, and he
can say, “ Well, I am being treated just like the other fel-
low. If any other employee were being treated better than
I am, I would feel differently about it.” I have an abiding
confidence in the pafriotism and unselfishness of these em-
ployees and their willingness to make a sacrifice.

Mr. President and Members of the Senate, let me say that
the theory upon which the committee acted in applying
the 10 per cent cut was simply this: If a man is receiving
$1,200 this year, and we deduct 10 per cent from his salary,
he will receive $1,080 next year, There is not a man here
who will not agree with the statement that for $1,080 now
he can buy as much as he could buy for $1,200 last year or
the year before.

If that statement is not correct, then our conclusions are
not correct. I have gone fo some trouble to investigate it.
It is unnecessary to go into consulting the figures as to the
wholesale index in this city. It shows a reduction. It shows
that the purchasing power of the dollar has increased every
month for the last 18 months. It shows that a dollar to-day
is equal to more than a dollar and a half two years ago.

We can say—and I know the arguments, because we have
thrashed them out—that that might not affect rent; that
might not be true of this thing or that thing. I have dis-
cussed it in my own home, and I know that there has been
a reduction certainly in the expense of provisions and of
clothing to an amount that more than offsets the 10 per
cent reduction that is applied here.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President——

Mr, BYRNES. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to inquire of the Senator
what consideration, if any, the committee gave to the ques-
tion of rent, particularly in the city of Washington, where
the largest number of Federal employees live. It seems to
me that rent has not kept pace with the other necessities
of life in the downward trend.

Mr. BYRNES. I will say to the Senator that the com-
mittee agrees with him, and that is why I mention it, be-
cause it is a subject that engrossed our attention for some
time. The chairman of the committee, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jones], nods his head, because we had a
long discussion of it. It varies. In some instances there
has been no reduction in rents, from what we could learn.
In many other instances there has been a reduction. I
have even talked to one or two of my colleagues, and I
learned from a colleague on this floor of a reduction of
rental of the house occupied by him so that it now rents
for much less than it was renfed for last year.

I will say, however, that that is the worst of all of the
items. I agree with the Senator from Nebraska that rents
have been the one thing in which there has been little re-
duction; but offsetting that I say this: While we reached
the conclusion that that was the cne factor in which there
had been no material reduction in so far as the city of
Washington is concerned, elsewhere in the country you can
rent a house anywhere for from 25 to 33% per cent less than

its former rental. You can do it in the State in which I live,
and every man knows that that is true in his own home.
This city is the only place where there has been an effort to
maintain rents along the standard of the last few years.

Outside of rent, however, a 10 per cent reduction in pay
will not seriously impair the purchasing power of the indi-
vidual. We have to take into consideration clothing and
food; and every man who is keeping house, by consulting the
housewife and the boss of his establishment, will find out
that that statement is justified as to food and clothing,

Mr, BLAINE.- Mr. President——

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.

Mr. BLAINE. Has the Senator found that there is any
reduction in the cost of fuel?

]mMr. BYRNES. I did not inquire, and therefore I do not

OoW.

Mr. BLAINE. Does not the Senaftor know that coal is
just as high as it ever was, and that all forms of fuel are
just as expensive?

Mr. BYRNES. I know there has been a reduction of soft
coal. I know that throughout the country, by reason of the
tax bill, there presumably will be, in so far as electric cur-
?fer:zis and gas are concerned, some possible increase in those
i .

Mr. BLAINE. There may be an increase in electric cur-
rent and gas and fuel over the present price, which is no
lower than the price that has prevailed for several years.

Mr. BYRNES. I will say to the Senator that I do not
know that there will be an increase; but I say in response
to it that if that is so, then this is the fact: The whole
Nation must be considered; and if by our action here we
are going to increase the price of the fuel of the man who
lives in Wisconsin and the fuel of the man who lives in
Nebraska and the fuel of the man who lives in Maryland,
and we are going to tax everything else that he uses, then
we should not say, “ While we take more from you, we
decline to reduce the salaries of employees of the Federal
Government so as to lighten the burden. We are going to
take more out of you by additional taxation, but we can
not reduce the expenditure of the Federal Government.”

Mr. BLAINE. Ancther item: Where the Federal em-
ployee lives in a city having street-car transportation,
street-car fares are increasing instead of being reduced.
That is a very important item.

Mr. BYRNES., In some cities, no doubt, that is frue. I
am not familiar with the statistics on it. If the Senator
has investigated the matter, I will accept his statement
on it.

Mr. BLAINE. It is true.

Mr. BYRNES. It may be true in one place.

Mr. BLAINE. I know of no place where street-car fares,
the common means of transportation, have been reduced.

Mr. BYRNES. I must say for the city of Washington
that taxicab fares are about the lowest here of any place
that I know of in the Nation. I rather have rejoiced that
that is true, as I use them.

Mr. BLAINE. In that connection, it would cost an em-
ployee 40 cents a day to use a taxicab in going to and from
his work.

Mr. BYRNES. Of course, if he did it without taking with
him two or three other employees, that is true. If he fook
two or three others with him and paid the fare of 20 cents,
it would be cheaper.

Mr. BLAINE. In the city of Washington, on a single
ticket, it would cost a man 20 cents to go by street car to
and from his work each day.

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; and in a taxicab it would cost 20
cents, but if he took two or three others with him they
would ride for the same 20 cents.

Mr. BLAINE. I am just analyzing these elements of cost.
What did the Senator say was the reduced cost of food?

Mr. BYRNES. I said I would not go into that, since it
was not fair to take the wholesale index, because the retailer
might not give the benefit of the reduction in every instance.
But I say this from my experience with my own expenses:
That I know there has been a reduction of more than 10
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per cent in the cost of food. It is one of these things which /|
it is impossible to reduce to an absolute certainty. If any

man thinks that to-day a dollar does not buy more than it

did last year, he can take the view that this proposal would

result in a reduction. If any man will admit that the

dollar to-day will buy as much as $1.10 would heretofore,

then he must agree that the salaried employee would not be

hurt by the proposed reduction. That is the whole thing.

Mr. BLAINE. The Senator recognizes that commodity
prices, in so far as raw materials are concerned, have been
greatly reduced. It has not been my experience that there
has been great reduction in the retail prices of a great many
of the necessities of life,

Mr. BYRNES. . That is the Senator’s view. I took the
trouble of inquiring of my wife, the purchasing agent in my
own home, as to the prices of the necessities of life, and
when I see my friend the Senator from Wisconsin after this
debate, I will tell him where the purchasing agent in my
home does the buying for the home so that he can get the
benefit of if.

Mr. BLAINE. The Senator may have a special Piggly
Wiggly store at which he buys, about which I know nothing.

Mr. BYRNES. I suggest that I will consult the purchas-
ing agent of my home first, and then I will advise the Sen-
afor, so that he may profit by the information.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senafor will
give that advice to all of us.

Mr. BYRNES. I do not think it will be necessary in the
case of the purchasing agent in the home of the Senator
from Nebraska, whom I know very well.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
{0 me?

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.

Mr. TRAMMELI. The Senator has referred to a salary
of $1,200 a year. Let us take the fime two years ago. Does
the Senator think the average employee, lef us say em-
ployed in the District of Columbia, drawing $1,200 a year,
could enjoy anything like the comforts of living, of food, of
clothing, of entertainment, of amusement, the Senator
enjoys?

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I do not exactly under-
stand what the Senator refers to. If he means to ask
whether some employee of the Government here in this city
could enjoy the comforts I enjoy, I would say that most of
them enjoy more comforts and certainly more entertain-
ment than I do. It depends on a man’s mode of life. The
standards of living have not changed. When my clerk
hands me a notice of overdraft this morning, it is not my
first experience. The same thing has occurred when I was
in private life and had a larger income. My observation is
that we all have our standards of living, and generally
manage to spend what we have. As income increases, obli-
gations increase, demands increase.

Mr, TRAMMELL. The point is that the committee pro-
pose to take a flat rate off everyone's salary, they propose
to reduce the standard of living of people with lower sal-
aries by that flat-rate reduction, and in placing only a flat
rate on the higher salaries, they would not change or in any
wise interfere with the living standards of persons getting
the larger salaries.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, in response to that, let me
say this, that this is not permanent legislation, it is temporary
legislation. It is only asking each and every employee of the
Government of the United States, from President to porter,
whether in this crisis he is willing to give 10 per cent of what
he is making this year to the Government of the United
States. We say we do not disturb the relative positions of
the employees of the Government. If they are drawing
$2,000, or $1,000, or $3,000, there is no change in their status.
If we make an exemption, we immediately begin to change
the relative positions of the employees, and we do not want
to do that. That would require permanent legislation. It
would be saying some particular man should have a greater
exemption because he has a larger family, or because he
needs the money more. We thought it would be the wise
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employees of the Government but to say that if they are liv-
ing to-day in Washington and have an income of $3,000, and
the standard of living is based upon that $3,000 income, just
to give up 10 per cent of that, telling them that even with
that reduction they can live just as well as they did two
yearsago. If that is true, they are not hurt. If it is not true,
then to the extent to which it is not true, just to that extent
and no more, are they hurt. Buf we do not attempt to inter-
fere with the relative position of employees and say that the
man drawing $2,000 should take a bigger cut than the fellow
drawing $1,800, or $1,500, or $1,200. Lef me direct my atten-
tion to that, because so many Senators have asked about it.

Mr. TRAMMELL., Mr. President, I would like to know
why the committee proposes to change the policy in dealing
with salaries from the policy which has always prevailed in
Eavyti;lg taxes upon incomes. Why did the committee do

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the committee has had
nothing to do with levying taxes, and I am glad we have not
had. The job we have had has been sufficiently difficult for
me without entering upon that. THe only question is
whether we will proceed with the policy which has been pur-
sued by the Senate of deducting 10 per cent from all appro-
priations, resulting in kicking thousands of people out of
the employ of the Government of the United States, and
turning them into the streets or take 10 per cent from the
salaries of employees of the United States and let the Gov-
ernment use that money in order to keep all the employees
on the rolls. The time has arrived when one of two things
is essential, to deduct 10 per cent from all the appropriation
bills, meaning that the men and women on the rolls would
have to leave the service; and who knows what demoraliza-
tion would result? There is only one way to avoid that, and
that is to apply the 10 per cent reduction fo salaries, and
apply the money saved to keeping people in their jobs. We
can do the other thing, cul them out entirely, go on kicking
people out of the Government service, but I can conceive of
no more inhumane thing than that at this very time. It is
not the time to do it.

As to the poorly paid employee, every man must feel
kindly toward him. I could not be as eloquent as some Sen-
ators in pieturing the hardship that would come to the
charwomen. Some Senators stated to me that they would
hate to take 10 per cent from the pay of the charwomen.
I would, too. I do not like fo take 1 per cent from the
pay of any man or woman in the service of the Government
of the United States. But why should we discriminate?

When one Senator asked that question I sought the in-
formation, and we may as well know the facts. The chair-
man of the committee and I were informed that char-
women—if we are going to wreck this economy bill because
of our sympathy for them—get 50 cents an hour, $4 a day
for an 8-hour day, if they work 8 hours, and the great ma-
jarity of them work 8 hours a day. Of course, standards
of living vary in all cities, and it may not be fair to make
this suggestion, yet I say that in my State there are thou-
sands of people being turned out of mills to-day, without a
dollar to look forward to, who would rejoice at the oppor-
tunity to get on the Government roll at $3.60 a day, know-
ing that it is but temporary and that at the end of the
year they would go back to $4 a day, to perform that service.

My friend the Senator from California [Mr. JoHNsoN]
asked yesterday for some information which the committee
did not have, because it involved a mathematical calcula-
tion that was different from that upon which they had
proceeded. He wanted to know the amount of salary re-
duction for the several groups. As I recall, the Senator's
inquiry was directed particularly to what would be the
amount of reduction for the group drawing from $1,500
to $1,800. The amount of salary reduction from the group
getting from $1,500 to $1,800 would be $12,370,000.

The amount of reduction in the group drawing from
$1,800 to $2,000 would be $13,210,000.

The amount of the reduction in the group drawing from
$2,000 to $2,500 would be $46,030,000.
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I think that covers the range of the inquiry, If not,
I shall be glad fo supplement it if I have the information.
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. Will the Senator repeat the last figure
he gave?

Mr. BYRNES. The amount of the reduction for the
group drawing from $2,000 to $2,500 would be $46,030,000.

Mr, JOHNSON. When the Senstor says that, does he
mean that the $46,000,000 represents all below $2,500, or
represents only the amount between $2,000 and $2.500?

Mr. BYRNES. Only between $2,000 and $2,500; but I will
say to the Senator that this table shows that if there is
added to that the amount taken from all those drawing
below that, the inquiry the Senator now makes, the amount
would be $89,450,000.

Mr. JOHNSON. That can hardly be accurate, can it, if
we start with those drawing from $1,500 to $1,800? There
are some salaries below $1,500, however, I suppose.

Mr. BYRNES. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON. That accounts for the difference. Now,
let me check these figures.

Mr. BYRNES. I shall be glad to turn this table over to
the Senator.

Mr. JOHNSON, On those drawing between $1,500 and
$1,800 the reduction would be $12,370,000; from $1,800 to
$2,000 it would be $13,210,000; from $2,000 to $2.500 it
would be $46,030,000; the total for all under $2,500 being
$89,000,000?

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; $89,450,000.

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, ofcourset.hereisareason
for these figures. When we looked into the reason for that
large figure covering employees receiving between $2,000 and
$2,500, we found that the largest number of employees is
in that group. We can not make reductions where there
are no employees. The greatest reductions must necessarily
come from the group where the greatest number of em-
ployees are, and that group, according to the table, em-
braces the employees drawing from $2,000 to $2,500 a year.
As we get beyond $2,500, and go to $3,000, the amount de-
creases to $12,000,000; then, in the next group, drawing
from $3.000 to $3,500, the amount is only $4,988,000, because
the number of employees necessarily is smaller as we go into
the higher brackets.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have in my hand a table showing the
range in salaries from a thousand dollars up, by hundreds,
of all Government employees. I have just made a calcula-
tion, which shows that if all Government employees receiv-
ing $2,150 a year or less were exempted from this reduc-
tion, it would mean that all who received $2,150 a year or
more would have to stand a 20 per cent cut to arrive at the
same figure. In other words, the man who is getting $2,400
a year, instead of losing $240 a year, would have to lose
$480 a year, and that would be, in my judgment, with his
rents and building association payments and the cost of his
home going on, a greater hardship on that class than if
there were a gradual reduction over the whole list.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I wish to proceed, because
I do not want to take much more time of the Senate. We
recognize the strong argument that can be made along the
lines several Senators have indicated in favor of an exemp-
tion. On the other hand, whenever we draw a line, there
we cause dissatisfaction on the part of the man who has to
pay more. An exemption would necessarily have to be arbi-
trary. The figures I have just read to the Senator from
California so indicate. Whenever you make an exemption,
the man whose salary is cut says: “ Why exempt some and
not exempt me? I have a family to support. Look at that
man over there. He is a bachelor, he has no dependents
upon him, and by reason of the exemption he does not lose
anything.” But when we apply the reduction to all, there
is no man who would not have to say, “I have not been
changed in so far as my status, with relation to my neigh-
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bor, is concerned. He gives up 10 per cent and I give up 10
per cent. I know I can live, on about the same standard,
with 10 per cent less than I received last year.”

I had hoped that throughout the entire service of the
Government of the United States the employees might say,
“The Congress is not making a permanent change in our
law. It is not seeking to disturb our salaries in the future.
The Congress has simply said that when our relatives at
home are being driven out of their homes and off the farms
and their places being sold, and when they are unable to pay
taxes, we chould be willing to make the sacrifice ourselves
of 10 per cent for this year, knowing that at the end of the
year our salaries will go back where they were.”

Let us face the situation frankly. If we provide an exemp-
tion of §1,500 and apply a 10 per cent cut, it will save only
$35,000,000. If we provide an exemption of $2,000, the saving
will be $16,000,000, and that is all. The President of the
United States has talked about saving by this bill $238,-
000,000. The Finance Committee had the Secretary of the
Treasury sit.in with them. He said, “ When you talk about
balancing the Budget, you will have to save $231,000,000.”
Whenever we put in an exemption we might as well be frank
enough to say that instead of saving through this reduction
in salaries $128,000,000, we are going to save only $30,-
000,000.” The Finance Committee will then have to be
called in session again. If we are not going to reduce
expenditures, then we have to increase our revenues in some
way. It means more taxes if the Budget is to be balanced.

If we do not take it off here the Finance Committee is
going to have to raise more by taxation or else when the
other appropriation bills come up we have got to say there
must be a reduction not of 10 per cent but of 15 or 20 per
cent, and that means dismissal of employees. If we do not
make a reduction of some sort, postal employees must be
dismissed, Government employees of Washington must be
turned out on the streets. When they are turned out they
will come to your office and mine and ask for assistance.
They will ask that some other man or woman be dismissed.
Remember, if you pass this bill, you may save them, because
if you do this they can be kept in the service of the Govern-
ment, even if they do get a 10 per cent cut.

We get many letters and telegrams to-day. Everybody is
in favor of economy provided you do nof reduce his salary
or reduce the appropriation for some activity in which he is
interested.

I do not quarrel with those people. That is human nature.
But I have heard from many who patriotically say they
recognize there must be some reduction in their salaries, My
observation of employees of the Government in Washington
is that the great majority of them are patriotic public
servants who work overtime when necessary and never com-
plain. There may be a few, and there always are, who fry
to reach the elevator before 4.30; buf the vast majority of
them are faithful workers. I ask the Members of the Sen-
ate to remember, when we receive protests from employees,
that -after all we never hear from more than 5 per cent of
the people of our respective States. The 95 per cent we will
never hear from. They rely upon us to consider their inter-
ests. They to-day can not pay the taxes levied upon them
and they are asking for relief and rely upon us to fry to
bring about a reduction of Government expenditures in a
fair and impartial manner.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair).
Does the Senator from South Caroling yield to the Senator
from Texas?

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I notice on page 46 of the bill the
Economy Committee has provided an exemption for the en-
listed personnel of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps. I
am wondering why that is done in view of the fact that
many of the enlisted personnel receive salaries as high as
$2,200 a year?

Mr. BYRNES. I do not think they receive that much.
The theory upon which that exemption is based, and it is
the only exemption in the compensation provision, is that
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a man in the Marine Corps or the Army and the Navy is
there under enlistment. He can not resign. If I am in the
Government service and want to gef out, I can resign if I
do not like the 10 per cent cut. But if I am in the Army or
the Navy or the Marine Corps and leave, they can put me in
jail.

Mr. CONNALLY. None of them will leave with the
salaries they are drawing as high as $2,200, and in addi-
tion to that getting allowances for quarters.

Mr. BYRNES. That exemption was included at the re-
quest of the President of the United States and for reasons
which appealed to us as justifying the exemption.

Mr. LOGAN, Mr. President, I have listened to the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] with a great deal of
interest. I must confess a very distinct disappointment in
the report of the Economy Committee, I think the bill is
but a delusion and a snare. I think it is a sham.

The hour has come which I have expected ever since I
have been here, which has been only a brief time. I believe
every vote I have cast and every word I have said would in-
dicate that I am in favor of economy. I have felt the time
would come when we would play the ostrich act by hiding
our head in the sand, cutting salaries because the public
thinks all the money which is expended goes for salaries,
and that if we could apply our economy plan to the small-
salaried Federal employees, then we could go back home and
say, “ You know we have done the very best we could.
Didn't we cut our own salaries?” And then we fool our-
selves into trying to believe that our constituency would be
satisfied. We are satisfied to take $120,000,000 away from
the employees of the Government, while horse leeches’
daughters gnaw at the very vitals of the Republic. When
it comes to economy we will never bring it about by reduc-
tion of small salaries.

I think that I shall probably vote for a reduction in
salaries above $3,000. When I cast that vote I shall do it,
knowing that I am casting a vote I ought not to cast. There
ought to be no reduction in salaries, because the salaries are
not too high except in a few instances, where some men and
women are working for the Government probably receive
more than they are entitled to get.

I shall vote to cut my own salary, and when I do it T may
make it necessary to go back home and go to work to make
a living, because there is no Senator, unless he has an out-
side income of some nature, who can more than live on what
is paid him, and every Senator knows it. If it be the desire
of the people of the United States and of those who make up
the Congress that the Senate shall only be made up of rich
men who do not have to depend upon their salaries, I shall
say well and good, although I may believe that it is not for
the best interests of the Nation.

I have seen many men come out of the Senate after hav-
ing served a number of years. I knew one of the most dis-
tinguished Senators that my State ever sent to this body
who was buried by charity and whose grave is now un-
marked. I know another distinguished Senator who had
a long service in the House and in the Senate of the United
States and his grave is also unmarked.

I have seen many men come from the Senate or the
House of Representatives after long service and they have
become derelicts, floating about, depending upon their rela-
tives and friends to support them. ¥Yet there are men in
the Senate of the United States to-day who say that “I
think only of my election to this body next time, and I
believe that it is necessary to cut salaries because I will be
a good fellow with my constituents when I go back home.”
Let me tell those Senators what their constituents think
about it. They will think that you are not competent to
represent them if you do not know any better than to believe
that you can deceive them by such a fallacy as that.

But, as I said, I shall vote to make all of the Members of
Congress dollar-a-year men, if that be their desire. I have
no objection. I do not have to stay in the United States
Senate. In fact, I never had any great desire to be here,
and I have much less desire to be here now than I did before
I came. [Laughter.]
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Let me call attention to this reduction in salaries.
Remember always that it is made for one purpose, =o we cen
go back home and fell our people what a great thing we
have done because we have reduced salaries. We are pro-
posing to take from Government employees, the poorly paid
Government employees who have always been poorly paid,
$121,000,000, so we can give a dollar each to the people
of the United States. That is what we are going to do.

It is said by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES]
that if we take $300 from a man that it is not going to hurt
him much. It may mean that his boy or his girl will have to
stay home from school. It may mean that he will be unable
to purchase books and clothing to keep his children in school.
It may mean that he will be unable to make the payment on
his little home. If may mean that he will be unable to con-
tribute to the support of an indigent father and mother or
brother and sister. If may mean infinitely more than it
appears to some to whom money does not seem to mean
very much.

But beyond all that, fellow Members of the Senate, let me
say that we ought to approach this question of economy with

intelligence and with good sense. I believe, and I said on.

the floor of the Senate some months ago, that there should
have been a reduction of $1,000,000,000 this year and I
believe it, but I do not believe that we should leave the “ pork
barrel ” untouched at the expense of Federal employees who
have been giving their lives to the work which they have
qualified themselves to perform. It is not fair,

It has been said, and I heard it said by a very distinguished
Senator, that we can afford to reduce salaries because the
cost of living is so much less than it has been heretofore.
That is not true. Let us see whether it is true or not. Have
your interest charges been reduced any? Not a cent: but
increased, if anything. Have your insurance premiums, life
and fire, been reduced any? Indeed, they have not. Have
the expenses of sending your boys and girls to school been
reduced? Not at all. Have the payments on your mortgage
on your home been reduced any? Not a cent. Has your
rent been reduced any? Not a cent. The only reduction
that there has been, so far as I recall at this time, is that
food and clothing have been reduced. What part of the
Budget of the average family receiving $3,000 a year does the
food and clothing amount to? It amounts to about 20 per
cent. If that item has been reduced by 20 per cent, as some
Senators have said, then the total reduction in living costs
has been only 4 per cent. So that claim falls to the ground.

Then I heard another distinguished Senator §ay not so
long ago on the floor of the Senate that if we cut salaries the
psychological effect it will have throughout the country will
be wonderful. I thought at the time, although I did not say
it, that it appears to me the trouble with this Government
and its operations to-day is that we have been running it by
psychology for the last year or two instead of by common
sense. Let us not try any further to run the Government by
psychology.

I have this idea about it. I am assuming that the bill is
going to pass, and that nothing I can say and nothing any
other Senator can say will prevent the passage of the bill.
I probably shall vote for it in some form, boldly admitting
that I am doing that which is unjustified when I cast the
vote; but if we should exempt those employees receiving sal-
aries below $2,000 a year, as suggested, I think, by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzewsl, that
would reduce the amount of savings by $40,000,000; that is
all. I have the figures here, and I want to give them to the
Senate because we have had so much difficulty in finding out
from the committee just what it was all about.

In the case of salaries of $1,000 and less the reduction in
the estimated saving would be $4,330,000; on salaries be-
tween $1,000 and $2,000 the reduction would be $36,500,000,
or a total of $40,000,000 if we shall exempt those employees
receiving salaries below $2,000.

But it is said, *“ Where are we going to make it up? 7 It is
claimed that we can not afford to fail in the passage of this
legislation, because it is said, “ Look what happened when
the House refused to pass a similar billl ”
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I am going back to just a little plain common sense. The

- reason this question has been so difficult is because we have

been going at it in the wrong way. As I said some weeks
ago, I do not believe much in the reduction of salaries, as
Senators will see, but I do believe that there are many em-
ployees on the pay rolls of the Government in the different
departments and bureaus who should be eliminated; some
of them hecause they are inefficient, some of them because
the services which they are rendering can be dispensed with,
some of them, probably, for one reason and some for
another. Suppose we cut out this $40,000,000 by exempting
those employees receiving salaries of $2,000 and less, it is

" asked what are we going to do about it; where are we

going to make it up? I will tell the Senate what we
ought to do about the whole thing. My candid judg-
ment is that we should throw this whole proposition
into the wastebasket and then we could make it up in
this way: If we reduce the appropriations for the depart-
ments by $40,000,000, considering that item alone, then what
will happen? The heads of the bureaus and departments
will be compelled to make reductions. How are they going
to make them? I assume these officials are honest, I believe
they are honest American citizens, who desire to give the
best government that it is within their power to give. They
will go through the departments and will eliminate those
employees whom they can best spare and who are least nec-
essary. I have no doubt that in the departments there are
men who have toiled throughout the years faithfully and
efficiently; they need every cent they can earn; but there are
others who have shirked at every opportunity, who probably
do not need the money that they receive from the Govern-
ment. I take it for granted that the heads of the depart-
ments will eliminate those whom it will hurt the least.

When they have done that they will have eliminated $40,-
000,000 in salaries, because it is our duty to cut the cloth;
it is our duty to say how much the departments shall have,
and it js the duty of the heads of the departments to use,
to the best advantage, that which we give them. It is no
business of ours to say that we are going to cut the salaries
in the departments. We should furnish the money that we
think the deparfments ought to have and allow the heads
of the departments to distribute the money in a way that
will bring about the most efficiency in service.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. LOGAN. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. I was very much interested in the fig-
ures given by the Senator, but I did not quite refain them
in my mind. Is it correct that if we were to cut 10 per cent
the salaries below $1,000 the saving would be $4,000,000?

Mr. LOGAN. It would be $4,330,000.

Mr. COPELAND. Can the Senator let me have the figures
as to salaries below $1,500?

Mr. LOGAN. I do not have those figures; I have the fig-
ures as to salaries between $1,000 and $2,000.

Mr. COPELAND. How much would the saving be in that
bracket?

Mr. LOGAN. It would be $36,500,000, and, adding that
to those below a thousand dollars, the saving would be
$40,830,000.

Mr, COPELAND. The Senator has not the figures as to
salaries of $1,500.

Mr. LOGAN. As to those receiving $1,500, I have the
data, but have not made the computation.

Mr. BRATTON, If the Senator from Kentucky will per-
mit me, I have those figures.

Mr. LOGAN. I will be glad if the Senator from New
Mexico will furnish them to the Senator from New York.

Mr. BRATTON. Employees drawing salaries up to $1,500
receive a total of $127,657,853, 10 per cent of which would be
$12,755,785.

Mr. COPELAND. That is, if the salaries of employees
were exempt up to $1,500, the loss in the estimated savings
would be $12,000,000?

Mr. BRATTON. It would be $12,755,785.
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Mr. COPELAND. Then if we exempt salaries up to $2,000,
how much would the loss in the estimated savings be?

Mr. LOGAN. If we exempt all employees receiving sal-
aries up to $2,000, the loss would be $40,830,000.

Mr. COPELAND. How much would it be if the exemption -
were applied to those receiving salaries of $2,500?

Mr. LOGAN. If the exemption should be made as to
employees receiving salaries up to $2,500, that would add, I
estimate, about $26,000,000 more. I do not have from
that up.

If an exemption were made as to salaries up to $3,000, it
will add to the loss by $57,300,000; so that if we exempted
all salaries below $3,000, the loss in round numbers would be
about $100,000,000.

Mr. BRATTON. If we should exempt those up to $2,500,
the loss would be $82,000,000 plus.

Mr. COPELAND., If we should exempt salaries up to
$2,000, how much would the loss be?

Mr. BRATTON. According to my figures, the loss would
then be $38,690,000. :

Mr, LOGAN. That is correct.

Mr. COPELAND. Does that mean if the employee were
receiving $3,000, that $2,000 of his salary would be exempt?

Mr. LOGAN. I have not so figured it. I have figured
that if there should be provided an exemption up to $2,000,
then as to everyone receiving g salary over $2,000 the 10 per
cent reduction would apply to the entire salary.

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr. LOGAN, Mr. President, let me say a word further,
and then I shall have concluded. We have heard a great
deal about the furlough plan. This bill contains a provision
that that plan may be put into effect if necessary. If we
should reduce the amount that we expect to save by cutting
salaries by $40,000,000 or $390,000,000 or $100,000,000, what-
ever the sum might he, and cut the appropriations for the
departments an equal amount, then is it not perfectly appar-
ent that it would not be necessary to discharge anyone if
the department heads did not desire to do so, because they
could put into effect the furlough plan just as it is proposed
by the pending bill to be authorized?

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from EKentucky
yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. LOGAN. 1 yield.

Mr. BRATTON. It was the purpose of the committee to
make a cub in salaries of $121,000,000, and then to reduce
the several appropriation bills accordingly, so that no em-
ployee would have to be furloughed or dismissed perma-
nently. The Senator will recall that as to many items in
each appropriation bill—and, of course, the number is mul-
tiplied by the number of appropriation bills with which we
deal—the appropriation provided is in part for salaries and
in part for other purposes. We feared that, with the 10
per cent cut, we might fail to appropriate sufficient money
to continue the pay roll, so if that should develep it would
be necessary to dismiss some employees permanently, but
by the furlough plan put into the bill, surrounding it with
the best safeguards we could devise, it was intended to
obviate dismissing even a small number of employees perma-
nently. If that condition should arise through some mis-
calculation or oversight on the part of the Congress in fail-
ing to appropriate sufficienf money to continue all the
employees uninterruptedly at the 90 per cent basis—if I
may so express it—we intended that the furlough plan
should be brought into operation and the department head
could say to a limited number of those drawing higher
salaries, “I will let you go for 30 days and at the end of
that period your job will be waiting for you.”

Now, may I say to the Senafor from Kentucky, that that
was the system which we had in mind. It is the system
we sought to create by the 10 per cent reduction and the
furlough plan with the safeguards written into it.

Mr. LOGAN. It was the President’s recommendation
that the furlough plan should be the sole plan, as I recall.

Mr. BRATTON. Yes.




11800

Mr. LOGAN., If we should make these exemptions, and
that should reduce the proposed saving a cerfain number of
million dollars, then, if we deduct an equal amount from
the appropriation, the furlough plan which has been pro-
vided could be put into operation just the same as under
the illustration which the Senator gave.

Mr. BRATTON. Does the Senator mean the general fur-
lough plan?

Mr. LOGAN. Yes; I mean the furlough plan. The Sen-
ator stated that if the appropriation should be reduced and
the departments should not have enough money, they could
put the furlough plan into effect. Now, if we made a less
appropriation, the furlough plan could be put into operation,
and it would not be absolutely necessary to discharge any
employees unless it should be some that ought to be dis-
charged.

Mr. BRATTON. If the appropriation were reduced and
less money were provided, there would have to be more
furloughs.

Mr. LOGAN. That is right.

Mr. BRATTON. That is the whole thing.

Mr. LOGAN. That is what I meant.

Mr. BRATTON. So that as the appropriations are re-
duced the use of the furlough plan will be increased, with
the result that we will have more men and more women on
furlough.

"Let me say to the Senator that we thought a flat reduc-
tion was the most equitable plan after all. If does not sub-
ject a superior in a department to the temptation of par-
tiality, or partisanship, on the one hand and discrimination
on the other. I relieves every employee of any anxiety
along that line. He knows that he is not subject to par-
tisanship or discrimination on the part of some superior;
he has the absolute assurance that throughout the year he
is going to draw his salary, minus 10 per cent, and he can
cut his cloth accordingly; he can budget his household ac-
cordingly. I do not approve of the furlough plan, and the
committee was unanimously of the same view. Ii is filled
with fallacies; it is filled with elements certain to produce
uncertainty and doubt in the minds of the employees. I
think, Mr. President, that the average employee had rather
have the definite assurance that he is going to receive his
salary, less 10 per cent, than to be subjected to abuse or to
personal likes and dislikes in a department. However, I shall
not trespass upon the Senator’s time.

Mr. LOGAN. I agree fully with what the Senator has
said; I do not like the furlough plan, but I do like the
elimination plan. I believe that the heads of departments
and the heads of bureaus are much better qualified to
eliminate employees whom they have to get rid of because
they do not have the money with which to pay them than
the Senate is to determine what those department heads
should do. I still adhere to the statement I have hereto-
fore made that there is not a department of the Govern-
ment that can not eliminate one-quarter of its employees
and still operate more efficiently than at the present time.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield further to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr, LOGAN. I yield.

Mr. BRATTON. If I were not so devoted to the Senator
I would express the hope that he might have the job at
some time of overhauling the whole subject matter and de-
ciding what employees should be discharged and from what
departments, and so forth. I, too, thought that was a
pretty simple matter until I undertook the job and devoted
three weeks day and night to it. The truth is that we now
have a government that is too big and too broad and too
complicated; and it has grown in every direction. It is a
bureaucracy, and there are commissions everywhere.

Mr. LOGAN. That is right.

Mr. BRATTON. It is an accumulation that has grown
through the years, and perhaps we are all to blame for it, but
it is a condition that now confronts us. If we were to
undertake a comprehensive program of consolidating and
abolishing departments and suspending bureaus and elimi-
nating activities, the result would be that instead of all the
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732,460 employees being reduced 10 per cent and having
perhaps a living wage during this period of stress we would °
have scores of thousands of them without any income, with
outstanding obligations incurred upon the strength of their
employment, with homes mortgaged, with notes in the banks,
and with other kinds of indebtedness. They would be per-
manently off the Government pay roll

Mr. LOGAN. That is true of the private employee to-
day, is it not?

Mr. BRATTON. Yes.

Mr. LOGAN. Why should the Federal employee be placed
on any higher basis than the railroad employee or the .
factory worker? Should we, at the expense of the people,
make them more secure in their jobs than others?

Mr. BRATTON. Not at all; and I express the belief that
Government activities must be retrenched. We will have
to curtail.

In the period from 1915 fo 1930 the Government expanded
Jjust as families did, industries did, and all of us did. Times
were good; we made money easily, and we spent it freely.
The Government appropriated money by the millions with-
out any hesitation, and we created bureaus and commissions
right and left, and the Government did just what individuals
and industries were doing,.

Now, however, we have a different situation. The Gov-
ernment will have o retrace some of those steps. We will
have to curtail. We will have to retrench. We will have to
reduce, and I believe it is a process which is going to cover
several years. Let me suggest to the Senator from Ken-
tucky, however, that the process should not be so sudden
that literally thousands be dismissed immediately without
notice. It should not be by such a leap and bound, so
severe that thousands and thousands of people will be thrown
out of employment immediately, with no notice. That was
what the committee thought; so we permitted the provision
to remain in the bill authorizing the President to consoli-
date and merge and coordinate activities.

Mr. LOGAN. A mighty bad provision, too, as it is written
in the bill.

Mr. BRATTON. Perhaps it is, but that can not be done by
a committee in a day, nor a week, nor two weeks.

Mr. LOGAN. No, sir.

Mr, BRATTON. And I dare say that the President will
find it necessary to give the matter careful consideration,
covering many weeks, But with a fair and reasonable ad-
ministration of that provision Government activities can
be reduced and should be reduced, and I express the hope
that through an effective administration of that provision
much of our expansion in Government may be eliminated,
and much retrenchment achieved.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

Mr. LOGAN. I yield to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. FLETCHER. I think the Senator is absolutely right
in the statement that we have too many people employed in
the different departments. They are in each other’s way.
A number of them ought to be eliminated. I would rather
eliminate useless and ineffective employees on the pay roll
than to reduce some of the others, especially those of the
lower salaries.

It has been stated, and I think the statement is well
founded, that we have, for instance, 150 bureaus in the
Government, and at least 50 of them are without con-
stitutional authority. Why not eliminate some of these
bureaus? Why not eliminate some of this surplus number
of people that are found about the different departments
and different bureaus and pay those that we need sufficient
compensation?

I do not think the salary of the ordinary Government
employee is too high at all. It is no more than he needs
for his living. He must make reductions, and perhaps Gov-
ernment employees are situated so that they ought to be
called upon in this emergency to accept for the time being,
at least, a reduction; but the fault lies very largely in what
the Senator from Eentucky [Mr. Locan] has been saying,
that we have an oversupply of employees in the different
departments and we have an oversupply of bureaus and
commissions, We have been setting up commission after
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commission af enormous Government expense., We began
that some years ago. We have been continuing it. That
field, I think, might well be looked into.

I have before me, as I presume all Senators have on their
desks, or at any rate in their offices, a table which shows
that a cut of 10 per cent in annual salaries of civilian
Federal employees below $1,000 would save $4,330,902; below
$2,500 it would save $82,090,505; below $3,000 it would save
$92,574,817; and below $5,000 it would save $102,637,787. A
10 per cent cut would mean that saving.

Mr, LOGAN. I thank the Senator,

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. LOGAN. I do.

Mr. GLASS. We are discussing this problem from the
standpoint of humaneness. The distinguished Senator from
Kentucky expresses the belief that we could dispense with
one-fourth of all the employees of the Government of the
United States and still conduct the Government in a more
efficient way, and I agree with him. If, however, we are to
consider this problem from the standpoint of humaneness,
I should like to inguire which would be the more humane,
to discharge practically 200,000 Federal employees right off-
hand or to make a reduction of 10 per cent in the salaries
of all of them?

Mr. LOGAN. The answer is cbvious if we should consider
the matter from a standpoint of humaneness or humanity.
I am not considering it from that standpoint. Neither do I
believe that we ought to hasten to discharge a great number
of employees. I do think that if we would apply just a
little old-fashioned common sense to the whole problem and
not be carried away by hysteria and by the mob spirit which
is aroused throughout the country from one end to the other
we would find a way to solve the problem.

I will tell you what I would do if I had the matter in
charge, I would not cut the salaries of any of these small-
salaried employees. I think it is wrong. I do not think it is
justified. I think it means that those who are most effi-
cient, as soon as business is a little better—if it ever is—will
hasten into private industry, and the Government will lose its
best employees; so eventually we will have the Government
run by inefficient employees, and we probably have some of
them in the legislative branch, which is sufficient, without
getting more of them in the executive branch. I am one of
them, because I do not know what we ought to do. Iam just
doing the best I can; but here is my idea about it, let me say
to the distinguished Senator from Virginia:

If Congress would do that which it ought to do, it would
appoint or create or bring infto existence in some way a
committee, vesting it with full power to find out what the
facts are, appropriate $1,000,000 if necessary, and authorize
that committee to select the best experts it can get in the
country to find out what bureaus may be eliminated and
what positions in the bureaus may be eliminated, so that
when we attempt economy we will have somewhere to go to
secure information which we know is reliable. Instead of
trying to cut salaries now, or to eliminate one-fourth of the
employees, which I have no doubt can be done, I think we
should give somebody authority—not the President; the
President does not have any time to do things of that kind—
we should give somebody authority to employ the necessary
expert assistants, so that in a few months, when we meet
again, he can bring their report in here and place it before
us and say, “ Here are the facts. You ought fo eliminate
some of these bureaus and departments, and some of the
employees that are unnecessary.”

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if I may interrupt the dis-
tinguished Senator again, we have notf the time to do that.
We must balance the Budget by the 1st of July. Had we
the time to do it, suppose we should set up a joint congres-
sional committee with instructions to do that. Talk about
existing hysteria! That would create more anxiety and dis-
tress and hysteria among the 700,000 employees of the Gov-
ernment than anything else that I can conceive of. Every
man and woman would be wondering whether he or she was
to lose his or her job.

Mr. LOGAN. And, to be on the safe side, he or she prob-
ably would be making arrangements before we met in
December to find a job somewhere else.

Mr. GLASS. But the trouble is that they can not make
arrangements to find a job somewhere else.

Mr. LOGAN. They can not do it now,

Mr. GLASS. No.

Mr. LOGAN. But I do not see why we should have one -
group in the United States that should be supported by
all the people of the United States when many of the others
are starving. That is not fair.

Mr. GLASS. I agree with the Senator as to that; but
this is an imminent matter that we must determine now.
It is not something that we may deliberate about.

Mr, LOGAN. Why can we not deliberate about it?

Mr. GLASS. I agree with the Senator that we ought to
exercise commeon sense, but I assert that we have not any
common sense left; and we have not done a sound economic
thing since Congress convened last December.

Mr. LOGAN. I agree with the Senator almost wholly in
what he says; but we talk about balancing the Budget here.
Of course, that has become a hysteria. I suppose everyone
knows that we have not balanced the Budget, and that we
are not going to balance the Budget.

Mr, GLASS. Everyone has not known that, because the
distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ReEp] insists
that we have balanced the Budget.

Mr. LOGAN. I understand; but I can not forget that
Mr, Mellon—probably the most distinguished financier
America has ever produced, or, at least, a good many people
said that about him—two years ago gave out a statement,
which he put in writing, signing his name to if, saying
that at the end of the fiscal year 1931, on June 30, there
would be a deficit in the Treasury of $180,000,000, and at
the end of the fiscal year on June 30, 1932, there would be
a surplus of $30,000,000, or a net deficit for the two years
of $150,000,000. He had the laws before him, he had the
previous records before him, he had all the facts, and that
was his judgment. Instead of that, we had a deficit of
$803,000,000 at the end of the fiscal year 1931, and we will
have a deficit of more than $3,000,000,000 by the last of
this month, or at least that much. So, Mr. Mellon him-
self, as great as he is, missed it in his estimate nearly
$4,000,000,000.

When somebody says to me that we are going to raise a
billion dollars by this tax bill we passed, and that is the
estimate of Mr. Mills, I do not believe he is a greater man
than Mr. Mellon. Of course, we are not going to raise any-
thing like that, and every Senator here knows it; but we are
governing the country by psychology, as one of my good
senatorial friends said. The psychology is fine to send out
the announcement to all the world that we have balanced
the Budget; but when the 30th of June, 1933, comes around
we will find out that we must do that which some of us
thought we ought to do this time. We are going to have to
go to some species of sales tax, because I do not know where
else we are going to get any money.

“Well, now,” they say, “this economy bill must bring
about a reduction of $238,000,000.” It is not going to do it.
In the first place, the Senate is not going to vote to cut
$121,000,000 off the small salaries. When we get to the large
salaries we can not save anything. I looked at the report of
the committee myself. They made a permanent reduction
in the big salaries, those above $10,000, and what did they
get? Ninety-seven thousand dollars. That is all they could
find. That means that we relieve a thousand men of 1
cent in comparison with the total burden of taxation. If we
get a thousand men of one group, we can say to them, “ Boys,
we have passed a wonderful law reducing salaries. On this
particular group we have reduced your burden 1 cent,” and
the thousand men would go away happy.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President——

Mr. LOGAN. 1 yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. WHEELER. I am interested in what the Senator just
said, and I agree with him entirely; but the other day I re-
ceived a letter from the head of a large corporation suggest-
ing to me that the thing we ought to do was to reduce the
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salaries of Members of the Senate and people working for
the Government and then adjourn. Yet the very corpora-
tion he was working for pays the president of that company,
I will venture to say, four or five times as much as any Mem-
ber of the Senate gets, and probably as much as the Presi-
dent of the United States of America gets.
The salaries of the employees of the United States are the
smallest salaries of any business organization in the United
States.
There is not a business organization in the United States
to-day of any size that does not pay its president and other
officers more than what the Government of the United
States pays those who occupy similar positions in the Gov-
ernment.
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, the Senator is treading on
dangerous ground, if I may suggest it to him. The official
to whom he refers may retort that he is worth more than the
President of the United States or a Senator.
Mr, WHEELER. Yes; but the condition of his company
would not indicate that he had earned the salary he had
been drawing, or had been worth anything.
Mr. BRATTON. Was the budget of that institution two
and one-half billion dollars out of balance two weeks ago?
Mr. WHEELER. I think it was out of balance, and it
would have been more out of balance if it were an institu-
tion as large as the United States of America.
Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, when it comes to cutting the
salaries of Senators my position is simply this: I never had
any money in my life, and I never expect to have any. I
have been holding public office at infervals since I was 21
years of age. I probably have a record no one else can
boast of, and I do not often boast of it; I have served the
public to the best of my ability, and it has been said, I
expect, that I have received much money from the Public
Treasury, but I have never held an office yet that I did
not have to resign and go back to work to make a living
and try to pay my debts, but I kept venturing into politics
and holding office until my debts grew so that I think my
creditors are going to have sonme difficulty before I ever pay
them. [Laughter.]
Mr. .EWIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
Mr. LOGAN. 1 yield.
- Mr. LEWIS. I am greatly interested in the declaration

of the distinguished Senator from Kentucky. I knew his
eminence on the bench and the high place he occupied at
home. ' I was both curious at and affected by the assertion
that he had the misfortune that attends so many. He
painted a picture in which I could seem to see myself as in
a looking glass, that of a person who was always a debtor,
never a creditor, unable to pay his debts, and public office
was responsible for the unhappy catastrophe.

Mr. LOGAN. I have learned from long experience that
men can live without very much money, and by living long
enough those men, whom I used to envy a little, who had
money, have all come to join me on my platform, and for the
first time in my life I am on an equality with them so far
as money is concerned.

I do not desire to take up the time of the Senate further
than to say this, that if we are going to pass this bill and re-
duce the salaries of the Members of Congress and others, of
course I shall vote for it, until we get down to the small-
salaried employees, and then I will not vote for it. We
ought to find some other way fo balance the Budget. This
effort to balance the Budget is important; the Budget ought
to be balanced. But I doubt whether we should select the
few hundred thousand Federal employees, poorly paid, hard
worked, and make them contribute $120,000,000 toward bal-
ancing the Budget. They already are under the obligation
to contribute to the retirement fund about 3% per cent of
their salaries. We have already increased the income tax
until it would take about 3 per cent. We have already
heaped a good many burdens on them, and their salaries
have always been small.

If we do what is suggested, we will satisfy our people back
at home, because they are clamoring for us to reduce sal-
aries. I know my folks down at home are. They want me
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to vote to reduce every salary where a reduction is suggested.
I can not do it unless I am convinced that the salary is not
earned.

I shall join with others in bringing about such reduction
as I think is fair, but I can not vofe to take away from the
families of those who work for the Government the actual
necessities of life. I can not vote for a hill that will prob-
ably make them lose their homes. I can not vote for a hill
that will force them to keep their children out of school.
I can not vote for a bill which I know will bring great hard-
ship on them. If it would do any good, if it were necessary
to save the country, if the amount were so vast as that it
would be of great help in this great economy plan, I would
be willing to say that we would sacrifice them, that we
would throw them before the Juggernaut, that we would
offer them upon the altar of sacrifice, and say it was neces-
sary to save the country. But the little that we would save
by reason of this $100,000,000 reduction, when we need sev-
eral billion dollars, is so small that I am unwilling to have
it on my mind and conscience that I helped to bring dis-
aster to those people, when it was not necessary in order
to help the country.

I adhere to what I said before, that the useless employees
and the useless bureaus ought to be eliminated; and if I
remain in the Senate, which I may not do, because my
salary may be cut too much, as long as I am here, I shall
continue to insist that there should be a recrganization of
the Government, that useless bureaus and departments and
boards and commissions should be abolished; and if that
necessarily causes public employees to be separated from
their jobs, it can not be helped. But let us not do this cruel
thing when it is unnecessary, and when it will not help
anyone.

Mr. DICKINSON obtained the floor.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ashurst Davis Kendrick Schall

Austin Dickinson King SBheppard
Balley Dill La Follette Bhortridge
Bankhead Fess Lewis Bmith
Barbour Fletcher Logan Stelwer
Barkley Frazier 3 McGill Thomas, Idaho
Bingham George McKellar Thomas, Okla.
Black Giass McNary Townsend
Borah Goldsborough Metcalf Trammell
Bratton Gore Moses Tydings
Broussard Hale Neely Vandenberg
Byrnes Hatfield Norbeck . Walcott
Capper Hayden Norris Walsh, Mass,
Carey Hebert Nye Walsh, Mont.
Cohen Howell Oddie Wetson
Coolidge Hull Patterson Wheeler
Costigan Johnson Pittman White
Couzens Jones Robinson, Ark.

Dale Kean Robinson, Ind.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD—GENERAL HINES

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I desire to make a cor-
rection of the Recorp. Yesterday I stated that General
Hines receives retired pay amounting to something like
$4,000 a year. I knew that General Hines had been in the
Army more than 20 years, and I assumed, without asking
him, that he drew the retired pay due to his rank. I find
that he receives no retired pay at all.

As a matter of fact, General Hines, who is one of the
most efficient officers of the Government, and has taken
over the duties of the combined services formerly of the
Pension Bureau, the Veterans’ Bureau, and the Soldiers’
Homes, and has saved the Government several million dol-
lars by his administrative measures, receives a salary at the
present time of $12,000, and does not get any retired pay.
I regret to say that under this bill his salary of $12,000 is
reduced to $10,000, and on that he will get a cut of 10 per
cent, making the salary $9,000, or a total cut of 25 per cent.
He does not draw any retired pay.

Mr. GLASS. Mr, President——

o il
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Roemwson of Indiana in
the chair). Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Sena-
tor from Virginia?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. GLASS. I am glad to know the Senator from Con-
necticut has made this correction. I apprehend that the
committee in this case acted upon the supposition that the
statement made by the Senator from Connecticut yesterday
represented the facis, and that therefore the committee
included the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs in a classi-
fication of—I will not say utterly worthless commissioners
and board members, but in a classification with commis-
sioners and board members whose positions might well be
abolished permanently, I give notice that while I am going
along with the committee as a general proposition, perhaps
in nearly every particular, I am going to offer an amend-
ment to the section of the bill to which the Senator has
referred eliminating what I conceive to be an injustice to
perhaps the most responsible official of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. BINGHAM. If the Senator will permit me, I should
like to say in this connection that actually the committee
did treat the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs a little
better than the House did, because the House reduced his
salary to $10,000 and then put an 11 per cent cuf on that.
I agree entirely with what the Senator said about the injus-
tice of reducing his salary by 25 per cent.

Mr. GLASS. If there is anyone in the Federal employ-
ment, from the President and the Supreme Court down,
who earns his pay it is the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs. He has saved the Government millions upon millions
of dollars and has had to endure annoyances that no other
Federal official has to endure.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I desire to say a word in the
presence of and in connection with the eminent Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]l. The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
contains a little persifiage which passed between us yester-
day touching the national conventions, but there is an
omission in the Recorp which I would like to have cleared
up. Yesterday I stated to our learned colleague of the
Senate, Senator Norris, that so far as I was concerned as
to the Democratic National Convention it did not interest
me to any great extent, certainly not to the extent where
I thought I could either be an adornment to whatever ar-
rangements they might have; nor did I hope to contribufe
anything that could be regarded as profitable, and added
what I wish the Senator to understand, that our observa-
tions were in a humorous vein and aroused a flurry of
laughter from the galleries. In this confusion on the floor
the concluding observations were omitted in the report. I
ended by saying, as I now say, that I agree with any other
Senator who feels that public business calls us to remain
in session. I agree that no demand of a mere political con-
vention should call Senators away from a duty such as we
have before us at this time, the providing for the great
necessities now calling to us. Possibly what I insist on can
best be described by the injunction of the Scripture, * That
which thy hand finds to do, do it with all thy might.”

RALPH E. WILLIAMSON

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, on yesterday
the House and the Senate passed identical bills, each being
a copy of the other. The House bill is H. R..4911 and the
Senate bill is S. 2458. The House hill has reached this body
and the Senate bill has gone to the House, In order to
prevent complications I ask unanimous consent for the pres-
ent consideration of the House bill; and if that request is
granted and the bill is passed, I shall then ask unanimous
consent to have a request sent to the House to return the
Senate bill for indefinite postponement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there. objection? The
Chair hears none. The Chair lays before the Senate a bill
from the House of Representatives, which will be read.

The bill (H. R 4911) for the relief of Ralph E. Williamson
for loss suffered on account of the Lawion, Okla., fire, 1917,

was read the first time by its title and the second time at
length, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 565 to Ralph
E. Willlamson as compensation in full for loss of property de-
stroyed by mﬁre on September 24, 1917, in the city of Lawton,
Okla., such having been the result of the inability of the fire
department of the city of Lawton to control said fire because of
lack of water, all available water for fire-fighting purposes having
been appropriated and being used by the War Department in con-
nection with the of soldlers at Fort Sill and Camp Doni-
phan: Provided, That before said eclaim is allowed and paid the
Comptroller General of the United States shall make an investiga-
tion of said claim to determine the extent and amount of such loss
and damage, and such claim shall be adjusted in amount not in
excess of the amount set out herein and upon certificates issued
téo said claimant by the said Comptroller General of the United

tates.

The Senate, by unanimous consent, proceeded fo consider
the bill, which was ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I desire to enter a motion to -
reconsider the vote on the passage of Senate bill 2458, and
ask unanimous consent that the House of Representatives
be requested to return the bill to the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion will be entered
and, without objection, the House will be requested to return
the bill to the Senate.

AMENDMENT OF RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION ACT

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, before the Senator from Iowa
proceeds, will he yield to me for a moment or two? A report
has to-day been made by the Committee on Banking and
Currency. I had hoped to ask that it be taken up. I believe
it will take only a moment. If there is objection to it from
any source I shall not insist on its consideration.

Mr, DICKINSON. If it does not take any time, I am glad
to yield for that purpose.

Mr. BLACK. I desire to ask unanimous consenf to call
up the bill and explain it; and if there is any objection from
any source, I shall then withdraw my request.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I think the bill should be
read.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let it be read so we may know
what it is. _

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk will read the bill.

The Chief Clerk read the bill (S. 4780) to provide that ad-
vances under the Reconstruction Finance Corporation act
may be made for crop planting or crop cultivation during
the year 1932, which had been reported from the Committee
on Banking and Currency with an amendment to strike out
all after the enacting clause and insert:

That the first proviso in the second paragraph of section 2 of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation act is amended by insert-
ing after the words “crop production” a comma and the words
“crop planting, or crop cultivation.”

Mr, BLACK. Mr. President, under the reconstruction act
there was a provision for the loaning of $50,000,000 to farm-
ers. This does not affect that appropriation in so far as
increasing it is concerned. This situation has arisen. Under
the ruling of the department—which may or may not be
correct, but it is the ruling nevertheless—some have been
deprived of the privilege of borrowing from this fund who
would be included if the amendment to the act should be
adopted. :

There are certain growers of strawberries in some States
who suffered an entire loss of their crops by reason of the
freeze at the beginning of the year. The beginning of the
cultivation of this crop is in July and August. If is neces-
sary to buy fertilizer and to do all the work on the crop
during the year 1932, but the strawberries are not actually
picked until after January 1. The result is that under the
ruling these farmers, who do all the work during this year
except the picking of the strawberries, which is done the
first part of next year, are deprived of securing a loan, It
affects a very small number of growers, but it does affect
them very vitally in certain sections of the couniry.
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Mr, BLAINE. Mr. President, I think it also applies to
those crops which are sown in the fall and harvested the
next winter, such as rye and wheat.

Mr. BLACK. 1 imagine it would. I gave strawberries
merely as an illustration.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I hope that an amendment
may be put in the bill. There is a section in our State where
we raise wheat where there must be summer fallowing; in
other words, the ground must be plowed this year for the
planting of wheat for next year. If the Senator from Ala-
bama will consent to add the words “and for summer fal-
lowing,” I would appreciate it very much.

Mr. NORBECEK. Mr. President, while that matter was not
brought up in the committee, I think a fair construction of
the amendment would include that because it is for cultiva-
tion.

Mr. BLACK. That is our understanding.

Mr. JONES. If is the Senator’s understanding that it
would include summer fallowing?

Mr. NORBECK. It uses the words “crop planting " or
“ ecrop cultivation.”

Mr. JONES. Would there be objection to puftting in the
words “ including summer fallowing ”?

Mr. NORBECK. I can not speak for the committee, but
there would be no objection so far as I am concerned. I
want to say in all fairness that this came up rather suddenly.
The Senator from Alabama urged it as an emergency meas-
ure on account of the situation existing with some of the
berry growers down in his section, who had been disqualified
because the crop was not entirely harvested within the cal-
endar year, but is barred for that reason. We have not had
a written opinion from the department on it, but it was
thought to be rather a minor matter, and the committee
authorized a favorable report on the bill in the belief that
it was not very wide in its application.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there cbjection to the
request of the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I shall not object at this
time to the consideration of the matter, but I want to serve
notice now that I think the next relief bill we pass ought to
apply to the whole country. This business of doling out
relief to different crops, as we are doing, is going to ruin the
Government if we do not stop it. Any separate relief bills
hereafter will meet with my opposition.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, as a matter of fact, I do not
think there was any dissent in the committee to the propo-
sion that the existing law was intended to include these
very conditions, but that the decision of the department that
production contemplated only those crops which were pro-
duced and harvested in the current year was a rather re-
markable interpretation of the law. What is proposed is
what was intended by the original law and what the com-
mittee unanimously insisted is a proper interpretation of
existing law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, reserving the right to object,
I understood the matter was presented to the Banking and
Currency Committee, discussed there, and that there was
no serious objection to it.

Mr. BLACK. There was no opposition at all. It was
unanimously agreed that that was the original intention.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider
the bill

The amendment of the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jones] was, on page 2, before the period and after the word
“ cultivation,” to insert *including summer fallowing.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to. L

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to provide

that advances under the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion act may be made for crop planting or crop cultivation,
including summer fallowing, during the year 1932.”
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LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
11267) making appropriations for the legislative branch of
the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933,
and for other purposes.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I have to-day received a
large number—the word “ large ” hardly describes it—a vast
number of telegrams, not only from Arizona but from other
States as well, in relation to the so-called economy bill. 1t
is impossible for my office force to reply to these telegrams.
I do not like to reply “ collect.” I doubt the propriety at
this time of sending replies at Government expense. I ask
leave, therefore, to print in the Recorp a few of the tele-
grams from my own State, and I hope those of my con-
stifuents and others throughout the country who read the
REecorp, as I am sure every citizen reads it daily, will thus
understand that no offense or discourtesy is implied by my
failure to -reply to their telegrams. This is the only way I
can make known to the country the number of telegrams I
am receiving with reference to the bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The telegrams are as follows:

TucsoN, Artz., June 2, 1932.
Hon. HENrY F. ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Trust you and Senate colleagues will promptly repudiate counsel
despair emanating from misguided proponents so-called economy,
which would complete vicious circle of panic, encourage further
wage cuts in industry, and through further decreases purchasing
power American people increase unemployment throaghout coun-
try beyond anything yet known. It is belleved wage cuts and
furloughs as propecsed Senate Economy Committee will make bad
situation infinitely worse. We rely on you defend interest vast
majority citizens Arizona and throughout country against power-
ful economic forces which seem to desire paralysis Government
service and destruction American standard of living.

WALTER P. TAYLOR,
Fifth Vice President,
National Federation of Federal Employees.

PHOENIX, ARIZ, June 2, 1932.
Senator HENrRY F. ASHURST,
Washington, D. C.:

Phoenix letter carriers are very thankful to you for your stand
in opposition to wage cut and hope in considering economy bill
you will bear in mind that titles 1 and 2 constitute wage reduction
in some form.

R. T. SouLe, Secretary.
TucsoN, Ariz., June 1, 1932,
Hon. HENRY F. ASHURS
United States Sefwte Washington:

Depending on you to oppose Sznate Economy Committee’s re-
port propoaing 10 per cent salary cut, ete., for Federal employees.
Effect would be demoralizing on personnel of Government service
and wage earners generally.

A. M. PHILIPSON,
President A. S. F.of F. E. U.

Naco, Anmmz., June 1, 1932,
Hon. HENRY F. ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washingion:

Federal employees here strongly protest against provisions of
bill reported by Senate committee relative to decreasing salaries
and curtalling annual leave. We know of no agencies in Arizona
wherein granting full annual leave incurs additional expense.
Earnestly request you oppose legislation relative to cutting salaries

and leave.
Warrer F. MILLER,
President Federal Employees’ Union.

TucsoN, Armz., June 2, 1932,
Hon. HENRY F ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washington:

Proposed. bill Senate committee grossly unfair., TUrge your
strongest support in opposing drastic salary cut, forced furloughs,
loss of annual leave, and other unjust legislation imposed on Fed-
eral employees. May we continue to receive your whole-hearted

cooperation?
IRENE HENGESBACH,
First Vice President Local 81,
National Federation of Federal Employees.

Tucson, Ariz., June 2, 1932.
Senator Henry F. ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washington:
This camp vigorously protests against radlcal change of policy
affecting veterans which will surely result from the pauper clause
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and radical reduction of pensions of certain veterans reinserted by
Senate committes in the economy bill. We earnestly solicit your
support in the final removal of these provisions from this bill.
T. F. McCarLz,
Commander Camp Ben Daniels, No. 8,
United Spanish War Velerans.

PrescoTT, ARiz., June I, 1932.
Hon. HeEnry F. AsHURST,
United States Senate, Washingion: .

Informed Senate Economy Committee reported favorably bill to
reduce compensation men in hospitals and other drastic slashes.
Hope you will use your influence in behalf of disabled veterans.

Lesire E. EAsT,
Commander Arizona State Department,
Disabled American Veterans of World War.

CasA GraANDE, Amiz., June 2, 1932.
Hon. HeExrY F. ASHURST,
Senate Office Building, Weashington, D. C.:
your support in defeating salaries cut of employees and
to retain 30 days' annual leave, also In keeping Personnel Classifi-

cation Board a separate unit,
CHaArLES LAUGHLIN, President.

—_—

PHOENIX, ARIZ., June 1, 1932,
Hon. HENRY ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washingion, D. C..
Ask that you oppose any bill reducing salaries. Also provision
suspending automatic promotion and night-work pay.
J. L. BAMMERLIN,
President Local 93.

TucsoN, ARriz., June 2, 1932,
Senator HENrY F. ASHURST,
Senate Building, United States Senate, Washington, D. C:
Have just read of misnamed economy bill presented to the Sen-
ate for consideration. Sincerely hope that you will vote against
this atrocity misnamed economy. Am surprised that such a re-
actionary measure could emanate from such an intelligent group
of men as make up our Senate. Trust you will conscientiously
be able to vote against this bill and hope you will work for its
defeat.
TuvcsoN CENTRAL TraDES COUNCIL,
Jouxn J. DURKIN, Secreiary.

PHOENIX, ARz, June 2, 1932.
Hon. Herry F. ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Phoenlx Camp, No. 1, United Spanish War Veterans, by resolu-
tion paissed to-night vigorously protests against the inclusion in
proposed economy or in any other bill of any provisions affecting
the present pension status of Spanish War veterans. Spanish
War veterans have recelved consideration at the hands of Congress
only in the past few years for very definite reasons, which as aver-
age age 58 practically barred from remunerative employment
incregsing disabilities with age and for the patriotic service
voluritarily rendered in a war which brought not only enormous
fingzicial benefits but also world prestige to our country:

C. P. Leg, Commander.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx,, June 1, 1932.
Hon. HENRY ASHURST,
Washington, D. C.:

We, the 54 members of Albuquerque and Ashfork Railway Post
Office Assoclations vigorously protest the apparent diserimination
in the present Senate economy bill. A 10 per cent salary cut will
mean & loss of $230 for the average clerk, the elimination of night
differential and one-third reduction of travel allowances will mean
an additional reduction income of $187, making a total of §417
per clerk per year. When this matter is considered by the Senate
we trust you will bear in mind these inconsistencies.

Joan M. Coox,
Ashjfork, Ariz.

PHOENIX, ARIZ., June 1, 1932,

Senator HeNry F. ASHURST,
Senate Office Building, Washington:

Continued assaults on Government employees' salaries and
annual leave are increasing business gloom and upsetting the eco-
nomic fabric of the Nation as well as overthrowing the splendid
morale of the employees. An economy hysteria can be quite as
suicidal as an extravagance hysteria. Buch false and futile econo-
mies will actually offset the efforts of the Government to stimulate
economic enterprise. Urge that you make every endeavor to defeat
economy proposals injurious to Government employees, as their
effect will also be harmful to the merchants and farmers of Ari-
zona and of the Nation. Please give us telegraphic reassurance of
your stand and action.

WireerT T. ALLEN,
President Local No. 65.

Dovcras, Artz., June 2, 1932,
Hon. Hengy F.

. ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
We hope Budget can be balanced without such drastic action,
deduction salaries. Reduction annual leave to 15 days will not

mean saving'locally. D. O, Kexere
. E,
President Local 196, N. F. E. U,

BiseeE, Armz., June 2, 1932.

. HEnry F. AsSHURST,
United States Senate, Washingion, D. C.:

We urge you to use every means to prevent inclusion of pauper
clause and reduction of pensions of certain veiterans reinserted by
Benate committee in economy bill.

G. P. LigHT,

Commander Rex Hall Camp, No. 7,
United Spanish War Veterans.
BSan Carros, Arrz., June 2, 1932,
Hexnry F. ASHURST,
United States Senate, Washingion:

That you oppose to utmost decrease in Government employees’
salary, cut in annual leave, abolishment of Personnel Classifica-
tion Board, and compulsory retirement is our earnest request. All
of this, we feel, inimical to best interest of the Government as
well as that of employees. Thirty days' leave necessary to effi-
ciency and health. No appreciable decrease in living expenses In

this locality at least, Kindly advise by wire what you feel you

n do.

) Sax Carros LocAl FepErAL EMPLOYEES' UNION.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr, President, the personnel pay roll
of the Federal Government is about $1,315,000,000; the fotal
expenditures of the Government are about four and one-
third billion dollars. The item for pensions of veterans of
the World War and other wars obligates the Government
to the extent of about a billion dollars. The two contro-
versial items involved in this bill, therefore, have reference
to salaries paid employees of the United States Govern-
ment, on the one hand, and to the veterans’ items, on the
other, which will come up a little bit later in the considera-
tion of the bill.

Objection is made on the ground that we are making
reductions in the salaries of the lower paid employees.
Luther C. Steward this morning sent to the desk of every
Senator this statement:

It is apparent that no Senator wishes to cut the pay of em-
ployees in the lower salary ranges. The bulk of the saving must
be secured by cuts in this group.

Therefore if we are not to include cuts in that group we
might as well abandon our plan.

I have looked up the data with reference to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norrisl.
I do not know that I have tabulated the figures correctly,
and if the Senator has any tabulation that does not cor-
respond with the figures I shall present I shall be glad to
have them, and I want permission to revise and correct
the figures I have because I have made them hurriedly. I
want, however, to suggest the difference between the type of
amendment suggested by the Senator from Nebraska and
that recommended by the committee.

In the range of salaries from $7,500 to $10,000 and up,
there are 673 people involved; the amount paid them is a
little over $6,000,000; the suggestion of the Senator from
Nebraska is that a 25 per cent reduction be made in such
salaries; the savings which would thereby be effected would
be $1,554,000 plus.

In the group receiving from $5,400 to $7,500, there are
2,770 employees; the total amount of their salaries is $16,-
398,000; a 20 per cent cut in those salaries would amount to
$3,279,000.

In the group from $4,000 to $5,400, there are 8,404 em-
ployees; the total amount of their salaries is §37,654,000, and
a 15 per cent cut would amount to $5,648,000.

In the group receiving salaries from $2,500 to $4,000, there
are 100,902 employees; the total amount of their salaries
is $231,038,000, and a 10 per cent cut would amount to
$23,038,000.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Iowa yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr, DICKINSON, I yield.
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Mr, JONES. I rather think the Senator is misconstruing
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska.
While it increases the rate on salaries in certain groups,
the entire salary does not bear the increased rate, but only
that portion of it in excess of a certain amount. So there is
the portion of such salaries between two amounts which
bear one rate and the portion in excess another and dif-
ferent rate. Has the Senator taken that into account?

Mr. DICKINSON. No, I have not taken that into ac-
count; I do not have the information so that I can take
it into account.

Mr. JONES. That is the character of the amendment
which has been offered.

Mr. DICKINSON. I wanted simply to suggest the total.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator will not arrive at the correct
total.

Mr, DICKINSON. No; I will not get the correct total, and
that is why I said I wanted the privilege of revising and
correcting my figures.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator will reach a wrong result when
he gets through because, as the Senator from Washington
has said, he has started on a false basis.

Mr. DICKINSON. I am simply giving these figures to
prove the point that, regardless of how much the rate of
reduction is on the higher salaries, we can not thereby make
up for the loss incident to the exemption of the lower
salaries,

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator does not want to prove it by
figures that are incorrect, dces he?

Mr. DICKINSON. Does the Senator say that my figures
are too high?

Mr. NORRIS. No; I say the Senator is miscalculating; he
is basing his calculation on a false assumption. For in-
stance, he is basing his calculation on the assumption that a
salary, let us say of $10,000, is decreased by 25 per cent.
That is not frue under the amendment which has been
offered. In the case of a salary of $4,000, the Senator is
basing his calculation, as I understand his figures, on the
theory that that salary is reduced 15 per cent; but that is
not true. For instance, in the case of a salary of $4,000,
$1,500 of it would be exempt; as to that portion of it there
would be no reduction; on the next $1,000 the reduction
would be 5 per cent, and on the next $1,500 the reduction
would be 10 per cent.

Mr. DICKINSON. Then I suggest that what the Senator
says proves the point I am trying to make. The amendment
of the Senator from Nebraska would reduce the savings
greatly beyond the figure I have suggested, which is a little
less than $60,000,000. We would be sacrificing one-half of
the savings under the economy program in the case of per-
sonnel if we were to adopt the theory of making greater re-
ductions in the higher salary brackets and exempting sal-
aries up to $1,600. In other words; the statement of Mr.
Steward is correct that the bulk of the savings must be
secured by the cuts in the lower-salaried group.

I believe it was Lincoln who said that the Lord loved the
common people because he made so many of them. I think
there is no question but that if we do not apply the proposed
reduction to the group receiving the lowest salaries we are
not going to secure any economy so far as Federal expendi-
tures for services are concerned. '

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, if we do that, if the Senator
will permit me, we will add a good many to the class to
which the Senator referred and of whom Lincoln spcke; we
will have more poor than we had before.

Mr. DICKINSON. We are getting more poor all the time.

Mr. NORRIS. And we are getting more money out of the
poor all the time,

Mr. DICKINSON. Here is the situation as I see it: I do
rot believe the Federal Government can say, regardless of
the reduction of wages and salaries in the various grades of
employment all over the country there is not going to be a
reduction in the salaries of the large number of persons now
employed by the Federal Government. I think the Govern-
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ment is going to be subjected to an attack that will be very
far-reaching and very unwholesome so far as the Govern-
ment’s interests are concerned unless we show a disposition
to meet the situation that is now so acute in the country, and
in order to do so, I believe we have got to share and share
alike all along the line.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

Mr, DICKINSON. I yield. :

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator think he will meet that
condition if he says to the country, “I have voted to re-
duce the salary of the clerk who is getting a thousand dol-
lars a year by the same percentage that I have voted to
reduce my own salary of $10,000 a year,

Mr. DICKINSON. I think that it is true that people
all along the line obligate themselves to about the extent
of the salary they are drawing and that per capita, there will
be just as large a percentage in the larger salary brackets
who are going to be embarrassed by the salary reduction
as there will be in the lower brackets, for the reason, if
you please, that those in the lower brackets are largely of
two classes: A good many of them are younger people, who
have not obligated themselves for the maintenance of
homes; many of them have not reached out as others
have in the matter of purchases; many of them are here
attending school or college as well as earning salaries.
I am a friend of those, but I want to say that the person
who a while ago could live here in Washington on $120 a
month can now live here for 10 per cent less than that under
existing conditions so far as living expenses are concerned.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I am quite in sympathy with the desire
of the Senate to reduce salaries; but does not the Senator
think that when we' reach down into the lower grades, say,
salaries of a thousand dollars, we meet with another ques-
tion than that of economy on the part of the Government?
I refer to the question whether people’ who receive such
low salaries can live in Washington on any less amount,
So an economic problem enters into consideration, and
that is the question of wholesome living.

If is true that we are not going to save mearly so much
if we do not cut the lower salaries, but there are appro-
priations, such as those for the Army and Navy, where we
can reduce expenses on a tremendous scale, and, in my
judgment, there is where we have got to go if we are going
to make any headway at all. I favor also making heavier
cuts in the larger salaries. -

Mr. DICKINSON. I do not presume the Senator has
given much consideration to the propaganda that is now
going on all over the country to restore the 2,000 Army
officers who were eliminated by the appropriation bill in
the other House. The claim is being made that it is going
to interfere with the national defense if we adopt that pro-
vision of the House bill.

Mr, BORAH. Yes; I have given a good deal of con-
sideration to that propaganda, and I have answered it in
my own mind.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not want to interrupt
the Senator unless with his consent.

Mr. DICKINSON. I am perfectly willing to yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I am seeking like the Senator to get in-
formation. I should like to ask this question: The only
reason that has been given, so far as I know, by the repre-
sentatives of the Economy Committee, of which the Sena-
tor is a member, for making the cut in the low salaries is
that it is necessary in order to save the money. Now I want
to ask the Senator if there is any other reason beside that?

Mr. DICKINSONX There is no other reason, so far as I
know, and I want to suggest that the necessity exists, and
if we can not save money in that direction we might as well
abandon the econoiny bill.

Mr. BORAH. No, Mr. President; I do not think that is
true.

Mr. DICKINSON. The House committee went through
these items; it considered the proposition; it went on the
floor of the House with a bill providing a saving of $260,-
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000,000, and it came out with a saving of $47,000,000. The
Senate committee has considered the situation all along the
line, and has come here with a bill providing a saving of
$238,000,000. It may be that we have neglected some oppor-
tunity of effecting savings that the Senator believes could
be availed of, but any method of saving in order to be
adopted has got to be of such a character that there can
be an agreement on it. For instance, one person may say,
“ Let us reduce the Army ”; on the other hand, there will be
a great many who will say, “ We can not reduce the Army;
it is not safe to reduce the Army.” Therefore, in working
out an economy bill we reach the point where we have to
have a meeting of minds or at least a meeting of a sufficient
number of minds so that there can be secured some unity
of action.

I believe that if every Member of this body were to write
an economy measure, we would have represented all phases
of the differing views and opinions, and that there would
not be many Senafors who would agree upon very many
items that ought to be included in such a bill.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am not criticizing the com-
mittee, for I think the commiitee has done a splendid work.
I may not agree with it in detail, but it has shown courage
and a willingness to meet the issue. But if it be said that
we can not economize and can not reduce the expenditures
of the Government unless we make a reduction in salaries
of $1,000 and less, and there is nowhere else we can save,
of course, we might just as well abandon the effort, because
I do not believe that the Government is going to ask people
to work for less than $1,000 a year.

Mr. DICKINSON. The number of people who are work-
ing for a sum below a thousand dollars a year is considerable.
In this period of unemployment as we go down the scale
we find that in one of our leading cities it is possible to
obtain stenographers to work for $65 a month, while in the
Government service I think the pay in the lowest grade is
$1,440 per year, We find that situation to exist all along the
line. Domestic servants who in Iowa used fo get $10 a week
now get three and a half or four dollars a week, and are glad
to have the positions. As we go down the scale we find
that the competition is keener for the position; and even
though it may be said that they can not maintain themselves
on these low-grade salaries, it is true that those people are
occupying positions that are desired and are wanted, and
would be occupied by hundreds of other people if they had
the opportunity.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. What the Senator says is true, of course,
about reductions outside of Washington; but it seems to me
we can not close our eyes to the fact that a very large per-
centage of these people who are drawing salaries of from
ten to twelve hundred dollars a year, and some of them less,
live and must live in Washington, and that the cost of living
in Washington is higher than at almost any other place on
earth. It may be that when we fix a reduction according
to the cost of living in Washington we will not be doing
justice to the country in some other locality, because the
cost of living there is not so great; but we must fix it in
accordance with the cost of living at the most expensive
place, for otherwise it would be an impossibility to conduct
the Government in Washington.

I inquired of another member of the committee whether
the committee had taken into consideration the question of
rents. He said it had not. I do not know that they would
have had any jurisdiction. It seems to me that if they had
made an investization they probably could have given us
some very important information on rents. I think, from
what little investigation I have been able to make, that while
rents on an average in the city of Washington may have
decreased to some extent, they have not comé anywhere near
decreasing at the same rate as rents have decreased in prac-
tically every other section of the country about which I have
been able to get any information. So that the great bulk of
these people have to meet these conditions that still exist,
and they have to live here in order to do the work; and it

seems to me that it is unreasonable to take a hundred dollars
off the salary of a $1,000 clerk. -

The Senator said a while ago that many of these people
are young. That is true. Many of them, he said, are going
to school. That is true; some of them are. The great bulk
of them, however, are not. A large percentage of them are
paying for homes on the installment plan. There are some,
perhaps, that do not deserve the consideration that others
do; but we have to deal with them as a class, and it seems to
me that in dealing with them we ought to give consideration
to the most meritorious of the class.

An employee of the Senate who, if he is listening, is
within the sound of my voice now, told me to-day of what
happened in his family. I happen to know him very well.
I know his wife very well. They are fine people. His wife
is one of the school-teachers of the city of Washington, a
finely educated woman, who has spent a good deal of her
earnings in preparing herself for her work. Just recently,
within the last three months, they bought a home. They
are obligated for it. They are both drawing salaries, neither
one of them very large. I have a great deal of consideration
for that class of people, and there are thousands and thou-
sands in that class.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, may I answer the Sen-
ator now?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. DICKINSON. As a matter of fact, the large percent-
age of our employees who are drawing under $1,000 do not
come within the class suggested. There has also been a
great reduction in rents in the lower type of rental property.
The rents that are higher in Washington are the rents of
what might be called the upper-class type of tenants. On
top of that, the District of Columbia Committee is now in-
vestigating that very question under the leadership of the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CappEr]. We did not think we
had any jurisdiction of that matter, and therefore we did
not think we should go into it.

The next suggestion is this: Rents are going down in
other sections of the country. ' Out of the 700,000 employees
on the Government pay roll, only 10 per cent live in the
District of Columbia. Therefore we ‘ought not to hold up
10 per cent and say, “ This is the group that has to be pro-
tected,” while, as a matter of fact, they can get lower rents
in practically every other city in the United States. There
are some 70,000 employees in the District of Columbia in
the Federal service. There are over 700,000 employees in
the Federal service the United States over. Therefore, are
we going to let the 10 per cent here be the criterion on which
we are going to establish this policy all over the country?
I want to say to you that out in the country, over the United
States, where there are post-office clerks and post-office
employees and different types of Federal services, there is
no question but that those sections are subject to the de-
pression that exists all over the couniry, and that they
have the benefit of a 10 per cent reduction in practically
every line of expenditure they have to make.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr, WHEELER. I appreciate the force of the Senator’s
argument, and I likewise appreciate the effect upon the
people living in the various farm sections and how they feel
toward the Government employees who are drawing down
higher salaries and have not had their salaries reduced;
but I want to ask the Senator this question:

What is the most important thing, in his opinion? Is it
to deflate further in this country, or should we try to bring
up the commodity price level for farm products?

Mr. DICKINSON. Oh, there is no question but that we
ought to inflate and bring up farm prices, if we can; but we
must meet the situation that is facing us. We can not turn
around and say that because another question is confront-
ing us therefore we ought to ignore this thing. We must
carry on in the meantime. I should like to see farm prices
advanced; there is no question about that; but, on the other
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hand, I know that we must carry on until the time comes
when farm prices do advance.

Mr. WHEELER. Let me say to the Senator that if the
statesmen who compose the body of this Congress had had
the courage of their convictions, and if the man in the
‘White House had had the courage to go ahead and do some-
thing to bring up the price of farm commodities by increas-
ing the currency and otherwise, it could have been done,
instead of resorting to this foolish policy of further deflating
by reducing the compensation of Federal employees. I
think it is foolish economy and absolutely a foolish economic
policy.

Mr, DICKINSON. That argument was used when we were
frying to maintain the price of labor all over the United
States, but the crisis became too keen. It was found that it
could not be done. Therefore, we have to meet the situation
as it confronts us now, and not as we should like to have it
confront us. The fellow who thinks we can wait until we
do something to-morrow, and thereby meet the crisis of to-
day, is just one day late.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President——

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. If the cost of living has gone down as
greatly as it has in Washington and Iowa and all the bal-
ance of the country, what excuse can we as Senators give,
what excuse can the Senator himself give to the country and
to his people for reducing his own salary only $1,000, while
he is taking pretty nearly half of the salary of a good many
of the lower-paid employees? If the man who is working
for $1,000 can get along on $200, why can not the Senator
get along on $5,000 instead of $10,000? [Applause in the
galleries.]

Mr. DICKINSON. Let me answer the Senator. I prac-
ticed law out in Iowa for 20 years. I had more money at
the end of the year saved up in my bank than I have ever
had since I went into public life; and to say that a Senator
can live and meet the obligations that are imposed upon
him at a very low salary is absolutely wrong. It can not be
done. I live no differently now than I did in the earlier
years, and I am living in the same house.

Mr. NORRIS. The same thing ought to apply to the clerk
who is getting the thousand dollars. If the Senator applied
to himself the same argument that he applies to the clerk,
he never could defend this motion, in my judgment, to re-
duce his own salary only $1,000.

Mr. DICKINSON. The argument has been presented here.
I am not going to be diverted on that particular phase of
it. I do not believe that there is a feeling in this country
that the men who carry the burdens that the members in
public life carry are excessively overpaid. If it were just a
matter of livelihood, that is a different thing.

Here is some of the sentiment that is coming from States
like mine. I think every Senator is getting letters of this
type. This is a lefter from Robert R. Macbeth, an attorney
at Keokuk, Iowa. I have known him for 30 years, and I am
quoting from a part of his letter., He says:

It does seem to me, therefore, that I should appeal to you to
use your influence to the fullest extent in supporting such meas-
ures as will reduce the cost of operation of the Federal Govern-
ment, cut out needless bureaus and useless investigations and
all that sort of stufl, and help to get down to an economic, reason-
able, and sound basis. Unless something effective is done, and
quickly done, slong this line our people are going to revolt. Right
out here in southeastern Iowa, supposedly staid and conservative,
there is an undercurrent of distrust and revolt which is not cnly
distressing but ominous. Reduction of the tax burden by re-

duction of the cost of government is one of the most potent bar-
riers that may be interposed in the face of this avalanche.

We talk about reduction in Government expenditures.
The Economy Committee has brought in a report. I am one
of those who have voted against the 10 per cent reduction
resolution on every appropriation bill that has come on the
floor of the Senate; and I want to suggest to you that one
of the reasons why I voted against those resolutions was
because I thought they would force Federal employees out
of their positions.

I noticed what the junior Senafor from Eentucky [Mr.
Locan] said about how he would abolish bureaus and how he
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would abolish commissions. Remember that when we abol-
ish bureaus and abolish commissions we are dealing with
the very personnel that we are dealing with here. The dif-
ference in the way we are dealing with them is that there
they would have no salary and would be cut off from the
Federal service, while here we are asking for a 10 per cent
reduction for one year until we try to make some adjust-
ment of the difficulties that are now facing us.

The next thing I want to suggest is simply this: If we can
abolish bureaus, if we can make reductions, we had better
take a year in which to do it; and whether it is done by
taking away appropriations or whether it is done by Execu-
tive order or whether it is done by legislative repeal, we ought
not to put these people out of a job completely at the present
time. Therefore it seems to me that we are up against the
proposition of either accepting a reduction of .10 per cent or
putting the 10 per cent reduction on every appropriation
bill; and if this economy bill is defeated, I expect to support
the 10 per cent reduction from now on. Why? Because we
must have these reductions.

I do not believe there is any way out of it. We have been
struggling around here now for two or three weeks trying to
find enough money to assure the continuance of the Govern-
ment. It is an easy thing for a man fo get up and say,
“Why, of course, we can save a great deal of money if we
will just put ourselves to the task”; but if you give him a
pencil and a pad of paper and ask him to sit down and see
where he is going to make the savings he will find that it is
a very difficult task to do it.

Every bureau that has been created and is now in exist-
ence in this country was formed because some Members of
the Senate and some Members of the House and some other
people in the United States asked for the creation of that
service, and used it for some benefit to themselves.

As a matter of fact, we find, when we come to consoli-
date bureaus that it is not an easy thing, I was amused at
the suggestion that we ought to appoint a commission to
make a thorough investigation of all the bureaus of the Gov-
ernment and see where consolidations could be made. We
had a commission of that kind at one time. It spent two
years on the task, and ifs report is getting moldy now. It
has never been acted on by anyone, and it contains all the
information we could possibly get if we reinvestigated the
situation now.

As a matter of fact, reducing Federal services is going to
be a slow, long-drawn-out process. We are not going to
succeed in abolishing any particular bureau automatically
and all at once. It is going to be a curtailment and a shrink-
ing. The Government is just like an individual. Individuals
thought a few years ago that they could ride in Cadillacs.
Now they have found that their incomes are such that all
they can afford is a Ford car or a Chevrolet, and we find
that reduction is coming all along the line in personal serv-
ices. Only last night I noticed in the paper that a million
people in the United States who have heretofore been using
automobiles are going to do without them the next year.
That is one step forward, in my judgment, because it is the
proper thing to curtail ourselves to meet the problems that
confront us.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield. ;

Mr. VANDENBERG. Many of us who have not had an
opportunity to come intimately in contact with the problem
have been preferring the philosophy of the so-called fur-
lough plan, which apparently has been entirely dismissed by
the special committee. Will the Senator, for our informa-
tion, address himself, at least briefly, to the question as to
why the furlough plan has had to be entirely abandoned and
the straight cut substituted?

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, the furlough plan has
many advantages which appeal to me, but the reason for the
abandonment of that plan seems to be that there are a
number of phases and a number of services in which the
furlough plan would not operate successfully. The next
thing is that it would work a disorganization of service. I
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would have to do with some one going on a furlough, and
everyone would be looking for a furlough.

The next thing we find is the fact that there are a great
many people who have bought homes, as the Senator from
Nebraska has suggested, who could not.go for a month with-
out the pay check. They have their obligations, and there-
fore they want the pay checks distributed over the year.
If we adopted the furlough plan, we would have to make a
monthly reduction from the payroll in percentage which
would be practically the same that we have here. The
difference in the amount of the reduction, as I recall if,
would be somewhere between $80,000,000 and $120,000,000,
In other words, the furlough plan would not get the results,
and, in the second place, there seemed to be even more ob-
jections to it than to the 10 per cent cut plan, if it can
be applied.

The next point is this: The furlough plan applies to the
low grade as well as the high grade. There is exactly the
same argument against it that there is against the 10 per
cent cut, because the persons getting only a thousand dollars
or less simply can not get along through the year without
having their pay coming in regularly once a month.

That brings me to another thing, There is no question
but that every salary reduction involves hardship, and, in
some cases, distress. I do not see how we can get away
from that thought. But when I go into some of the other
cities of the United States and find there men who were
getting $20,000 and $25,000 a year now looking for anything
that will give them even a meal ticket for the day, I want
to say that I am convinced that the distress that we will
force here is no way near as severe as the distress that is
being forced on the outside by reason of the disiressed
conditions.

A couple was in to see me the other day. They are very
fine young people, whom I admire very much, and they said
to me, “ We have bought a home and if we get a 10 per cent
cut we can not meet all of our obligations.” I said, “ No;
and that is true of everybody.” Many times we are obli-
gated clear up to where we can not afford to assume an ad-
ditional dollar, and can not afford to have a gingle dollar
taken away from us, but when you meet this situation, the
only hope you have is to go to the man from whom you
bought your home and say, “I have received this cut. You
will have to share part of it.” That is the only way they
will be able to get relief,

Mr, NORRIS. What assurance can the Senator give us
that the real-estate man would do that?

Mr. DICKINSON. The same assurances that the insur-
ance-companies are giving out in the Senator’'s State and in
my State, where, instead of foreclosing, taking possession of
all the land, they are saying, “ We will carry your interest
coupon for you. We are not going to foreclose this year.
We are going to try it through another year with you, and
see if you can not work it out.”

This cut is for only one year, and there are very few real-
estate men in this town or elsewhere who are going to fore-
close, and have another piece of property on their hands,
rather than permit the Government employee to reduce the
payments 10 per cent, or the amount necessary to cover the
present reduction.

There is no question but that this reduction is going to
impose hardships. I have had letters from Federal em-
ployees. I have been very friendly toward Federal em-
ployees. I do not believe I ever voted against a solitary
measure in which they had a keen interest. Very much to
my disgust, this morning when I came to my office I found
pinned on my door a letter with this plea:

Will you please support American Federation of Labor in their

efforts to prevent a drastic and unfair pay cut bill being put on
the already overburdened Government employee?

I am perfectly willing to have anyone come and present
that argument to me, and I make no criticism of it what-
ever. The next was this:

Many are already supporting relatives back home in the States.

There is no objection to that statement; but this is what
it said further:

If such a bill is passed, we, our relatives, and friends are going
to support the Federation when the day of reckoning comes.

I want to suggest that if I could find out who the com=
mittee was that pinned that on my door, and if they were
Federal employees, I would see whether or not there could
not be found a method whereby their services could be dis-
pensed with from now on. I do not believe we ought to
accept a mandate of that kind in seeking to prevent a man
from doing what he thinks should be done in the circum-
stances we are facing.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, I agree entirely with the Sena-
tor that that intimated threat is entirely out of place,
entirely wrong, and I agree with the Senator when he
censures it. But I do not agree with the Senator when he
says that if he could find out who did it he would have
them discharged. Too much of that kind of work has'been
done in our Government, where men high in office, with
great political influence, use their influence sometimes to
elevate somebody in violation of law; sometimes to have
somebody discharged.

Mr. DICKINSON. What would be the proper censure, in
the judement of the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. NORRIS. The proper censure would be silence.
[Applause in the galleries.]

Mr. President, I am getting. letters a thousand times
worse than that every day from people who are making
all kinds of threats. There always will be unreasonable
and unfair people in the world. People who make any
kind of a threat against a Senator or anybody else are en-
tirely out of place. But there are millions making threats
every day. They are not in the luxurious circumstances of
a United States Senator, and it seems to me we ought to
close our eyes and say nothing about them. We will never
come to the time when we will get away from that kind ef
criticism as long as we are in public life, and while it is
wrong, and I do not agree with it, we can not accomplish any
good by doing the same thing they are doing, trying to
censure somebody else’s conduct.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, I want to suggest to the
Senafor from Nebraska that I have no objection to any per-
son who is interested in any legislation coming to me and
expressing his views, but when a matter of this kind is being
considered on the floor of the Senate, and when one is a mem=-
ber of such a commitiee as this committee, it does not seem
to me that it requires silence when a group of Federal em-
ployees will say, “ We are going to see what we can do to re-
flect our interest back home against you when the next elec-
tion comes.” Although the Senafor from Nebraska may ap-
prove it, I want to say to him that I do not agree to that
type of ethics in matters of this kind.

Mr. NORRIS.' I distinctly said that I did not approve it,
But the Senator says it was a group of Federal employees.
How does he know it was a group? It may have been writ-
ten and put on the Senator’s door by some silent, unfor-
tunate person recently escaped from St. Elizabeths.

Mr. DICKINSON. I suggest to the Senator that the note
is signed “A group of employees.”

Mr. NORRIS. Very well; that does not prove anything,
The Senator said he was a lawyer, and used to practice law.
He ought to know that that does not mean anything. I
could write a paper and sign it, “A million of your constit-
uents,” but that would not mean anything, and I do not
think anybody would pay any attention to it.

Mr. DICKINSON. I want to suggest to the Senator that
I do not believe in that type of tactics, even though the
people do not sign their names to it. I would welcome a
committee of the Federation of Labor, or of Federal em-
ployees, at any time, to discuss any of their problems, but I
do not believe those who signed this paper belong to the
American Federation of Labor, at least I hope they do not,




11810 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

and if they do, I hope the Federation will take recognition
of such action, which I think would be clearly justified.

The question is, What is the necessity for economy? We
have been discussing a tax bill here all these weeks, and we
find that in the economies we must not only make them in
the economy bill, but that we must make them in the Fed-
eral appropriation bills which are yet to follow. I am of the
opinion that if this economy bill can be passed, we can then
work out a program whereby the Federal appropriations will
be made in such a way that practically no one will be sev-
ered from the Federal service, and that has been my strong-
est hope in this whole argument. If that is not done, and
the 10 per cent reductions are made, it will mean that some
are going to be severed from the Federal service.

I know that there are a good many people who say, “ Well,
we can find 10 per cent in this item, we can find 10 per cent
in that item,” but in the end, labor and service is so much a
factor in practically every one of the appropriation hills,
that if we come to reduce the total 10 per cent, and think
that- it will not reflect on the personnel, we are entirely
wrong, because it will. I believe that we will find that prac-
tically every reduction that has been made will be reflected
in some way in the personnel of the bureau affected.

My theory is simply this, that if we can reduce 10 per cent,
if we can make this reduction, it will be carried for a year,
and in the meantime the vacancies which occur will not be
filled, departments will be in a position to adjust themselves
on an even basis, and at the end of the year, when we come
along to take up the appropriation bills for 1934, we will be
in position to adjust the situation so that, if the conditions
permit, we cag reestablish the old rates all along the line,
which I think ought to be done.

I have voted for increases for Government employees. I
have never voted for a reduction before, and I am sorry
we have to do it now. But I want to suggest that if we can
not find a way whereby we can reduce, and if we do come
to the point where we have to assess war taxes, then we are
going to have a serious complication all along the line.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr. SMITH. We have been devoling several weeks here
hunting for places where we might find some hope of get-
ting additional revenue. The economy bill is in different
form, but in all effect it is a tax bill, an excise bill. We
have just passed another excise tax bill. The Senator’s
State is no different from all the other States in the Union.
They can not balance their own budgets, because the people
from whom they must get their revenues are in a condition
where that from which they get their revenue has ceased to
be. Commodities are selling away below the cost of pro-
duction. Commerce of all sorts has shrunk to where there
is practically no revenue. The paradox is confronting us
that in the midst of abundance we are starving, naked,
bankrupt.

Does not the Senator think that if we would spend more
of the zeal and energy trying to rehabilitate trade and
commerce that we are spending here trying to add $1,400,-
000,000 of indebtedness upon an already prostrate Nation,
we would be more justified in the eyes of the American
people?

The paradox that confuses me is that we all recognize
that the whole commercial and economic structure of the
country has collapsed. Things are still going down, and in
order for us to arrest the downward tendency we add
$1,400,000,000 to the already insupportable load, and we are
now about to discuss an appropriation of billions for the
unemployed, and yet about to adopt a plan to add to the
unemployed. What kind of paradox is it with which we, as
the representatives of the American people, are confronted?
We ought to stop now and take stock of the situation, and
gee to it that there is enough currency put into circulation
that labor may find employment and that this terrible load
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lf%aiyt be lifted from their shoulders rather than more added

As the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BraTron] said the
other day, when we were confronted with the war we never
thought of balancing, the Budget. We had an objective, to
win the war, and every American citizen responded, and in
the hour of destruction we constructed. To-day in profound
peace, with the greatest abundance America ever saw of
real wealth, we have not the statesmanship or the courage
to meet the situation and gladden the hearts of the Ameri-
can people, but instead we spend weeks adding burdens to
their already broken backs. I should like to see us resolve
ourselves into a Committee of the Whole and see if we can
not find some way to give employment to those now unem-
ployed and to revive commodity prices. 2

Mr. DICKINSON. The only trouble with trying to revive
commerce is that there is none. Nobody knows where to
start to revive if.

Coming back to the bill, I want to suggest that if we are
not going to have an economy bill that is one thing. If we
are to have an economy bill, I believe the only way we will
get it will be to take the findings of the committee and do
the best we can, as we did in the tax bill, sustaining the
Economy Committee all the way through. We as a com-
mittee have been a jury trying to find a way by which we
could adjust these various matters. The committee have
made real research. We have gone into these matters very
carefully. The findings we have made are the best we know
of to meet-the present situation.

I do not believe we can afford to say that if we can revive
commerce, we will not need to reduce expenses. We have
got to reduce expenses in order to revive commerce and
put things on an even keel again. We are not going to pro-
ceed in a way by which we will revive the commerce of the
United States unless we meet the situation that now con-
fronts us, and that is to reduce expenditures to the point
where we will have sufficient current funds to meet our
expenditures. This is one source in the expenses of the
United States Government, and, therefore, I can not see
how we can shut our eyes, in view of all that is happeninz
all over the United States so far as employment is con-
cerned, and say we can not reduce the salary roll of the
Government of the United States.

Therefore it is my hope that the committee bill will have
the concurrence of a majority of the Members of the Senate.

Mr. BRATTON obtained the floor.

Mr. McEKELLAR, Mr, President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator frnm New
Mexico yield for that purpose?

Mr. BRATTON. 1 yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll
 The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Balley Costigan Hull Robinson, Ind.
Bankhead Couzens Johnson Bheppard
Barkley Cutting Jones Bhipstead
Bingham Dale Keyes Shortridge
Black Davis King Smith

Blaine Dickinson Logan Stephens
Bratton Dill McGill Thomas, Idaho
Broussard Fess McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Bulkley Fletcher McNary Townsend
Bulow George Moses Trammell
Byrnes Glenn Neely Tydings
Capper Gore Norris Vandenberg
Carey Hale Nye Walsh, Mont.
Cohen Hatfield Oddie Watson
Connally Hayden Patterson . Wheeler
Coolidge Hebert Pittman White
Copeland Howell Robinson, Ark.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Kean] and the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Avustin] are detained at a meeting of the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

I also wish to announce that the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. NorBeck], the Senator from New York [Mr.
WacNER], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BarBourl, and
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] are detained in a
meeting of the Committee on Banking and Currency.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-seven Senators have
answered to their names. A guorum is present.

Mr. COSTIGAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

Mr. COSTIGAN. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Nor-
r1s] this morning introduced an amendment to the pending
bill. It provided for a graduated salary reduction, and un-
doubtedly sound economics and justice support the Senator
in his effort to preserve decent living conditions by exempt-
ing lower Government incomes from wage reductions. May
I ask the Senator from Nebraska whether he is prepared to
estimate what amount of savings will resulf from the various
graduated reductions?

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, I have been told by the

_clerk of the Committee on Appropriations, who has been in

conference with the so-called experts of the depariments,
that my amendment would bring about a reduction in sal-
aries and therefore a saving of about $23,000,000.

May I be permitted to say, since I have been asked the
question, that in drafting the amendment and offering it
I have not been moved by the amount of money that could
be saved, because I knew it would not save as much as
though we took something off the salaries of the lower paid
employees; but I have been moved to prepare an amend-
ment which, in my judgment, would go as far as in all con-
sciousness and honesty I felt we had a right to go in reduc-
ing the salaries of the lower paid officials and employees
of the Government.

Mr, COSTIGAN. May I say to the Senator that the pur-
pose of my inquiry has been to secure for the Senate the
benefit of this information at the earliest possible moment.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

Mr., BINGHAM. May I ask the Senator from Nebraska
whether he makes any provision in the amendment for
making up the difference between the savings which he sug-
gests and the saving suggested by the committee, which is
nearly $100,000,000?

Mr. NORRIS. I donot. Iam simply going on the theory
that, as I look at if, it would be practically highway robbery
to take this vast amount of money out of those who are
getting the least amount of pay. In other words, as I
understand it, half of the savings that we propose to make
through this so-called economy proposition would come out
of employees and be taken away from employees who are
drawing the smallest salaries.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, when this measure came
from the body at the opposite end of the Capitol and was
referred to the special committee of 6, 3 from the majority
and 3 from the minority, and I was named as a member
of the committee, I entertained no hope that whatever the
committee did, whatever report it made would meet with
popular favor from those affected. I am not surprised that
the report of the committee is meeting with stubborn oppo-
sition. Neither do I think that one side is altogether right
and the other side is altogether wrong.

Mr, President, we have labored now for weeks under-
taking to solve the problem of balancing the Budget and
thus to maintain the stability of the Government’s credit in
the meantime. I am not one of those who have believed
that the Budget must be balanced within 6 months or 12
months. I have never believed that that was indispensable
to the maintenance of Government security. I am equally
certain that the Budget can not remain out of balance to the
extent of two and one-half billion dollars indefinitely and
meantime maintain the stability of the Government credit.
I hold to the view, Mr. President, that we must evolve a
program which contemplates the restoration of the Budget
to a balanced basis within a reasonable period of time,
whether that be one yvear or two years or some other period
which may be regarded a reasonable time.

Mr. President, the accomplishment of that end involves
two parts—income and outlay, revenues and expenditures.
For several days, aye, for more than two weeks we have
dealt with the revenue phase of the problem. We com-
pleted that feature of our task night before last at 12 o’clock.
Now we turn to the other phase of the problem—that is to
governmental expenses.

Let me say, Mr, President, that while I supported virtually
all of the rates in the revenue bill which I believed necessary
and indispensable to the safety and perpetuity of the Gov-
ernment, I think economy and methods of reducing expendi-
tures are more important than means of raising revenue,
because in my opinion the Government has expanded far too
widely during recent years. Its activities have been pro-
jected on too many lines and too far out in every direction.
The time has come when the people of this country will
demand with increasing determination that the Government
retrench in its activities and curtail in its expenditures.
So we now approach that phase of the problem.

The House sent us a bill that embraced economies of
$52,272,740. Our committee worked for more than two
weeks, morning, noon, and evening, in an effort to effect
additional economies without visiting undue hardship upon
any class of our people or any category of our activities,
The committee reported a bill which effects economies of

'$238,605,606. In order that those who read the ConGres-

stoNAL REcorD may have a picture of the respective sources
from which these economies come, I shall ask to have printed
at this point in the Recorp the table whmh is contained in
the committee’s report.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objectmn. that order
will be made.

The table is as follows:
Statement oj savings for fiscal year 1933 contained im econom

¥
amendment to legislative appropriation bill as passed the House
and reported fo the Senate

Bill as passed | Bill as reported
Description of item Hitise to Senate
11 per cent reduction in salaries in excess of $2,500. $5,000,000 |. ..o -
10 per cent reduction in all salaries (except sctive

enlisted é-;e.rsunnel of the Army, Navy, and

TV e g R RS e R e B L T e $121, 050,000
Permanent mlnry reductions—Members of In-

ternational Joint Commission, Federal Farm

Board, and Board of Mediation_ ... ._.... 41, 000 a7, 500
Suspanswn of sutomatic increases in compensa-

......................................... 3, 080, 000 3, 080, 000
Buamnam of administrative promotions. Nosving. {_.._....
Prohibition against filling of vacancies. . o 16, 700, 00O lﬁ, 700, 000
Compulsory retirement for 8ge. ... .............. 2,672,000 | ... ..
Temporary reduction of travel allowances. ... 3, 056, 500 3.056.50)
Temporary suspension of overtime compensa-

1 [ I e et 6, 381, 000 6, 381, 000
Ltmilanm:l on nmom:lt of Tetired PRt il Indeterminate. | Indeterminate.
Limitation on annual leave with DAY ... comeeecees e 22,100, 166
Dishanding of Philippine Scouts. ... ... ...... Indeterminate, | ..o ooaaa
Limitation on expenditures for printing and bind-

Ing_.. 4, 000, 00D 3, 500, 000
Limitation on e(penﬁlmre for pﬁper .............. 000 Y e i
Limitation on expenditure for stationery...______ 25, 000 25, 000
Elimination of West Potomac Park heating plant] 250, 000 250, 000
Reorganization of Shipping Board...______ 2,362,240 2,362,240
Incresse in sale priee of publications sald hy

Superintendent of GRS e Sy 32,000 32, 000
Increase in patent fees_.___. 650, 000 620, 000
Chsr;:e for special servicesin Demr‘l.mnm ot Com-

.......................................... 420, 000 420, 000
Rastrictitms on transfer of Army and naval per-

__________________________________________ 3, 368, 000 3, 368, 000
Sm.r.ibtics concerning hides, skins, and leather. . 20, 000
Vocational Edueation_. . ..o o .o 730, 200
Rate of interest on judgments and overpayments. 5, 250, 000
Tempomy reduction of fees of witnesses and ju- 4,000
Rmnﬂlr.sﬂon of executive de{mrtments _________ Indeterminate. | Indeferminate.
Public Works Administration____.__ -| Indeterminste. Omitted.
Oonsolidation of Burean of Navigstion and : y

Bteamboat Inspection. ... _ . ____ .. . __ Indeterminste. | Indeterminate.
Transfer of Personnel Classification Bcnrl to

Civil Service Commission. . ______ e No saving. No saving,
Abalition of International Water Commission. . 25, 000 25, 000
Transfer of Radio Division, Department of C om-

merce, to Federal Radio Commission_...._.__| Indeterminate. |-.__.._.___.__.__
Genéeral adjustment of veterans' benelits_________| . .. .. ___ 13, 315, 000
Veterans in institutions.________ i 5, 370, 000
Emergency officers’ retired pay. 3, 386, 000
Repeal of per diem allowances.__.____ 300, 000
Limitation of retroactive benefits_.______ . . ___ 4 el 13, 604, 000
Transfer [rom compensation to peminn ro]]s i~ 3, 649, 000
Restriction on the revival of Government insur-

e ol e RIS BN L ST WO R [N o= tota s i 8, 000, 000
Limitation upon attwnay s fees in insurance

U EE s USSR S e e oS R Rt M e 8 e

Total___ oot 62, 272, 740 238, 605, 606
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Mr. BRATTON. It will be observed, Mr. President, that
one of the principal items in the bill deals with reductions
in salaries of Federal employees. I address myself to that
matter. There are 732,460 persons employed by the Federal
Government in Washington and in the field in some form
or another.

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator from New
Mexico yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT, Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BRATTON. 1 yield.

Mr. LOGAN. The Senator’s statement does not include
any employees except those in the executive department,
does it? There are many more than the number he mentions
who are employed in the whole Government services.

Mr. BRATTON. The Senafor is perhaps right. I am
dealing now with the table relating to the 732,460 persons
in executive departments, whose annual salaries total $1,055,-
970,736.55.

Mr. President, much has been said about opposition coming
from the Federal employees affected. There is no doubt that
they strenuously oppose the proposed reduction, and I am
not disposed to criticise them for doing so. Self-preserva-
tion is the first law of nature. It manifests itself in the
breast of every one of us, those of us here and those else-

where. That was discussed by the committee during long

hours. The committee reached the conclusion that the best
way to effect a reduction in Federal salaries was to make
a horizontal slash that applied to every person alike.

I for one was mot willing to adopt the furlough system
which would subject some subordinate in perhaps some re-
mote Government post to the whim, the pleasure, or dis-
pleasure of a superior. I was not willing to have a hus-
band, with a wife and children dependent upon him for a
livelihood, subjected to the mental anxiety from day fo day
that through partisanship or discrimination he might be
dismissed from the service permanently and added to the
ranks of the unemployed. I believed then, and I helieve
now, that it is vastly better for employees, high and low
alike, to have a definite assurance under the civil service
law and under all other laws enacted in the past and under
this measure that they will be retained in Government
seryice during this period of stress and strain even though
their salaries may be reduced 10 per cent. So, Mr. Presi-
dent, the measure that we have proposed relieves Govern-
ment employees from that anxiety and that strain and that
uncerfainty which would be manifested by wear and tear
as the months of the coming fiscal year advance.

Mr. President, it has been said that we should not cut
the low-salaried employees 10 per cent and the high-salaried
employees the same percentage. We must assume, how-
ever, that the present wage scale, from top to bottom, is
fair and equitable, because it has been built up through
the years with care and deliberation; we must assume that
the salary paid to the employee in the lower brackets is fair
as compared with the salary paid to the employee in the
higher bracket, and conversely., If that be true, a 10 per
cent cut is fair, because the reduction in the salary of each
employee will bear the same ratio to the whole reduction
that his salary bears to the whole salary pay roll of the
Government.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from New
Mexico yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield to the Senator frcm Ohio?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

Mr. FESS. When this subject was first discussed, I raised
the question as to the wisdom of cutting the salaries of the
employees in the lowest grades, for the reason that the Sen-
ator and the rest of us have in mind. I fook the position,
however, that the Senator now occupies, that if the sal-
aries are equitable, then a cut in the one case would not be
inequitable as compared to a cut in another. I recognize,
however, the suffering that might come from cuts in the
lower brackets. I wondered whether the committee had
considered a smaller cut in the lower salary brackets with-
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out exemption? I think the exemption question is going to
defeat the whole purpose; but instead of an exemption, why
could there not be a cut of 5 per cent in all salaries up to,
say, $1,500, and then a 10 per cent cut above that?

Mr, BRATTON. Let us see as to that. If we should make
a cut of 5 per cent in salaries up to $1,000 and a 10 per cent
cub in salaries above that, then if one employee is drawing
$950 and another is drawing $1,050, when the reduction was
applied the employee drawing $950 would have a larger in-
come than the one drawing $1,050. So it would be at every
step-up of the system; it would involve discrepancies of
which the employees would complain, with much justifica-
tion and much force; it would involve what they would
characterize as discrimination. Some will say, “ Here is one
working by my side who has drawn less than I drew hereto-
fore, and now, by reason of the larger percentage of re-
duction applied to me, I draw less than he does.” It will
be so all the way from top to bottom.

It occurred to our committee, if we assume that the pres-
ent system is fair and eguitable from top to bottom and
apply a rule that will require every employee to stand a cut
which bears the same ratio to the whole that his salary
bears to the whole salary pay roll, nothing fairer could be
devised as a means of meeting an unfortunate situation
which every one of us deplores.

Mr, BINGHAM. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from New
Mexico yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. May I remind the Senator that, as
pointed out in the House report, if an efflort were made to
be fair in the exemption and to exempt the first $1,000 of
all salaries, so that a person getting $1,000 would pay noth-
ing and the person getting $1,050 would pay only a per-
centage of $50, the saving then would only be $61,000.000, or
only one-half of what the committee has provided? May I
say at this time that I was opposed entirely in the beginning
to the pay cut and hoped that necessary economies might be
effected in some other way, but the committee has shown so
conclusively that the only way that the saving can be made
is either by a pay cut or discharging between 50,000 and
100,000 employees, that it seems to me it would cause less
suffering to ask every employee to take a 10 per cent cut
than to ask 90,000 or 100,000 employees to go entirely with-
out their jobs.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator from New
Mexico yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
Mezxico yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

* Mr, COUZENS. 1 should like to ask the Senafor to
explain further the furlough system. I did not get his poing
that there might be discrimination in the application of the
furlough system.

Mr. BRATTON. That was the view of the committee, be-
cause under that system it would be left to a superior in a
department to say which employee should be furloughed
and which should not. It would be left to the judgment
of a superior to conclude that inasmuch as so many em-
ployees must be furloughed so long he would select those
to be furloughed and retain those who were not to be
furloughed.

Let me say to the Senator from Michigan before he ad-
dresses his next question to me that letters caine to me from
various parts of the country expressing the view that the
system was laden with opportunities for partisanship, par-
tiality, and diserimination; indeed, that it could be satu-
rated with those considerations, so much so that some em-
ployees wrote saying that political considerations would
govern the administration of the system. While I did not
entertain that view, it being almost inconceivable that a
superior in a department would stoop that low, yet the minds
of many, many employees throughout the service were dis-
turbed by that thought. I think the system is defective and
unworkable and is subject to abuses from which this proposal
is free.
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Mr., COUZENS. May I ask the Senator, if the furlough
were made mandatory, how there could be preferences and
discriminations?

Mr. BRATTON. The employees, of course, are graded in
classes, and they are in different bureaus and different
departments. If it became necessary, out of a group of
40 in one department, to furlough 10 at a time or 20 at a
time—not all—it would be incumbent upon the superior
to designate those who should be furloughed and those who
should remain.

Mr, COUZENS. Yes; but at some time or other all would
have to be furloughed, would they not?

Mr. BRATTON. Perhaps. Perhaps Some would be fur-
loughed more than others.

Mr. COUZENS. Yes; but, as I understood, the Presi-
dent's program was a month’s furlough for each employee.
I do not just get the point as to how there is any inequity
in it.

Mr. BRATTON. If the Senator will study the system,
I think he will find that some employees might be fur-
loughed two weeks and some six weeks; at least, the system
could be administered in that way.

Mr. COUZENS. Assuming that we put in the bill a
stipulation that each one was to be furloughed one month,
how could that be abused?

Mr. BRATTON. If we put in the bill a provision that
each one should be furloughed one month, no more and no
less, probably that would not enter into it; but to make it
elastic and to make it meet conditions as they arise during
the year, we must leave it to the judgment of some one to
administer. There is where the danger of the system inter-
venes,

Mr. COUZENS. I agree with the Senator on that; but I
still do not see why Congress itself can not specify a fur-
Jough of one month for each employee.

Mr, BRATTON. Let us take it this way. Suppose he is
furloughed one month without pay: That would be one-
twelfth, which is less than one-tenth. One twelfth is 8%
per cent; and that would reduce the saving that much, by
the difference between 84 per cent and 10 per cent.

Mr. COUZENS. That is true; but it would not take quite
so much out of the employee.

Mr. BRATTON. Quite true.

Mr. COUZENS. And the Government would still be get-
ting its value, if present salaries are proper and adequate.
In other words, whether we follow the system suggested by
the Senator from Connecticut or not, the employee is not
doing some work for which he is getting no pay.

Mr. BRATTON. At the end of the year, under the fur-
lough plan, the Federal employees would be restored to their
present situation, their present status, their present level
Under the 10 per cent cut here proposed at the end of the
year they would be restored to their present situation, their
present level, and their same status, so that the furlough
plan has no advantage over the present system when viewed
from that standpoint.

Mr. COUZENS. But under the furlough plan the em-
ployee would have one month in which he could do some-
thing else.

Mr. BRATTON. That is the trouble; we have so many
on the pay roll that they could take an extra month off
and not hurt the Government service. There are too many
in Government service, and we are trying to deal with them
with the least hardship.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield fo the Senator from Washington?

Mr. BRATTON. I do.

Mr. JONES. What would be the effect of a furlough
with reference to a rural free-delivery carrier?

Mr. BRATTON. Of course, it will not fit in certain cases.
It will not fit in the case of school-teachers here in the
District of Columbia. It will not fit universally as well as
a horizontal slash will serve the purpose; and the horizontal
slash does not permit any injustices or discriminations
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among the several employees, if it is to be assumed that our
present wage scale is fair.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President——

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

Mr, BINGHAM. May I say to the Senator from Michigan
in connection with what he has just said, and which sounds
very reasonable—that to take a month off would give the
employee a chance to earn money somewhere else—that in
the first place there was no suggestion on anybody’s part
that the furlough would come all at once. That would dis-
rupt the Government service entirely, and we would have to
hire some one else to do the job. The suggestion was that
they take a day now and a day later, two days here and fwo
days there; and that would not give them an opportunity to
earn anything else, even if there were not 8,000,000 other
people looking for that job.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, the employees should
understand that this is not a permanent cut. It is a tem-
porary cut of one year. If is a contribution to the Govern-
ment’s financial situation.

Upon that point, Mr. President, let me say that there are
a number of employees in the galleries. They are repre-
sentative of the thousands upon thousands of others else-
where. Their salaries have been built up by successive steps
during the last several years. I voted for every one of those
measures. I favor every worker in this country living accord-
ing to American standards. I favor every laborer in this
country, whether upon the Government pay roll or elsewhere,
being so situated that he may educate his son or his daughter
for useful citizenship in the American arena called life.. I
have never subscribed to the belief that the workers of this
country should be required to compete without some protec-
tion against the laborers of other countries whose living
standards are lower than ours. Accordingly, Mr. President,
I have supported every increase in Government salaries since
I became a Member of this body.

But this Government, with all of her power and her pres-
tige and her prowess at home and abroad, with her record
of which we are so proud, with her strength that has chal-
lenged the admiration of the world, finds itself now in a
financial condition which requires sacrifice on the part of
every citizen, whether he be on the Government pay roll or
not; and I appeal to the Federal employees throughout the
country, from patriotic motives and patriotic sentiment, to
contribute this 10 per cent of their salaries during the ensu-
ing 12 months as a means of aiding in the solution of the
problem that is challenging the ingenuity of American
citizenship.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senafor explain
how it is that some of the night extras are cut off, thereby
bringing about a greater percentage of cut in income in the
case of those employees than others? There have been quite
a number of complaints along that line.

Mr. BRATTON. Yes; I will explain that.

Under the present law if an employee works his full time
and then works at night he draws extra pay. It was the
belief of the committee that during this period when an
employee had worked his full time during daylight hours
the incentive to work at night at extra pay should be re-
moved, so that some substitute perhaps without bread and
meat or a meal ticket might do that night work.

In other words, we regarded the situation something like
this: If the Government found a thousand of its citizens
marconed upon an island, destitute and hungry, and the
Government was able to reach them with only 500 meals,
instead of dividing the people into two parts and giving 500
of them a full meal and the others nothing, it would be
better to give the whole of them a half meal each. We be-
lieved that it was better to let the man who drew his regular
pay work in the daytime and let some other citizen, perhaps”
with a family depending upon him, work at night and draw
that much from the financial reservoir of the Government.

Mr, COUZENS. Mr. Presidenf, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. BRATTON. Yes.
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Mr. COUZENS. I may be disclosing a lot of ignorance
with respect to how these employees are compensated, and
I confess that I know little about it; but are there not some
of the employees who work all night, and get higher pay for
working at night than others do for working in the daytime?

Mr. BRATTON. Yes.

Mr. COUZENS. Is not the higher wage for night work
cut off, and, in addition to that, do they not have their 10
per cent reduction?

Mr. BRATTON. I think fhere are some injustices of
that kind. If so, they should be corrected.

Mr. COUZENS. That is what I wanted to get at. I
understand that if a man works at night, he gets higher pay;
s0 we are going to cut off the higher pay for the night work,
and then we are going to cut him down 10 per cent besides.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President——

Mr. BRATTON. I yield to the Senator from South
Carolina.
© Mr. BYRNES. May I say to the Senator from Michigan
that that matter was called to the attention of the Senate
yesterday in the absence of the Senator from Michigan?
The purpose of the committee was to do exactly what the
Senator from New Mexico has stated; and in order to make
certain that nothing more than that will be done, an amend-
ment will certainly be agreed to, so far as the conference
committee is concerned, making certain that it does not
apply except in the cases that were spoken of by the Sena-
tor from New Mexico.

Mr. COUZENS. I am in entire accord with that.

Mr. BYRNES. What the Senator from Michigan says is
true, and we are going to correct it.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President——

Mr. BRATTON. I yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. That is going to be corrected, may I say
to the Senator. The only object of the section to which the
Senator refers was to make more jobs, not to cut anyone at
all. It needs an amendment in order to correct that in-
justice, and that amendment will be offered by the
committee.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, so anxious was the body
at the other end of the Capitol, so anxious was our com-
mittee, that evervone should be treated alike and everyone
should contribute his proportionate share to this reduction,
that we have in the bill a provision which authorizes those
drawing salaries that can not be reduced under the Consti-
tution—the President and the members of the Federal ju-
diciary—to remit voluntarily any part of their salary that
they see fit. I have a memorandum showing that if the
Federal judges, from the Chief Justice of the United States
down, make a 10 per cenft remittance in their salaries by
voluntarily paying that amount into the Treasury, that will
effect a saving of $56,550, because they receive an aggregate
of $565,500 annually.

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, BRATTON. 1 yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. While I agree with the fine spirit of
this offer of the Treasury to accept the money from the
Federal judiciary, has the Senator any idea that they will
respond? ;

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, I have. If the members
of the judiciary, who are immune from the power of Con-
gress to reduce their compensation during their terms, fail
to respond in pace with others who are engaged in public
service, I shall be both surprised and disappointed in {he
judiciary of the Nation.

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator that unless
they all respond, it probably would be unfair fo accept
refunds from some of them. My inquiry was prompted by
the decision of the Federal courts which held that their
salaries were exempt from income tax under the clause of
the Constitution which says that we shall not reduce their
salaries.

According to my view, that was not a correct decision,
and was absclutely in the face of the spirit of the Consti-
tution, because the levy of an income tax on a judge, when
everybody else bearing the same relationship to the Govern-
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ment, receiving the same pay, has to pay that tax, is not a
reduction of his salary. I hope the Senator’s faith in the
Federal judiciary is greater than mine in respect to the
return.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, I express the faith that
the members of the Federal judiciary, from the Chief Jus-
tice down, will respond to the call of the country, because I
should feel greatly disappointed, if, when an employes draw-
ing a thousand dollars is required by Congressional mandate
to accept a reduction of $100, and a charwoman drawing
$600 is required by congressional fiat to contribute $60 an-
nually, if the members of the Federal judiciary should fail
to respond willingly to the call of the Nation. I do not ex-
pect to be subjected to that disappointment, because I be-
lieve the personnel of that department are men of such high
type that they will respond readily to the call of the country
by turning back into the Treasury 10 per cent of their
salaries. ;

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
again?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. May I say to the Senator that, frankly,
I regard that clause in the bill as being in viclation of the
spirit of the Constitution, really, because while we can not
reduce the salaries of judges by law, the committee is seek-
ing to bring pressure to bear upon them to do the very thing
which the Constitution prohibits. That, in effect, would be
making the judiciary subservient to Congress through the
power we have over their salaries through appropriations.
T think this is the time when we all ought to sacrifice, but I
doubt the wisdom and the propriety of that clause in the
bill which seeks to highjack the Federal judiciary into
making a contribution which we can not require under the
law.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr, President, it is not an effort to
highjack the judiciary. It is my understanding that the
Treasury could not receive a remittance of this kind with-
out express authority. So we inserted the provision in the
bill authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to receive
any such rebate. Call it an invitation to the Federal judges
to make that contribution if you will; I am perfectly willing
to extend the invitation to them, with the confident belief
that they will accept if; but if they fail to do so, I, as one
Member of this body and as one citizen of this country, shall
be deeply pained and deeply grieved, because they will prove
themselves to be men of a different kind from what I now
regard them to be.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, it seems to me that the
only benefit the country would derive from a confribution
from the judiciary would be in the form of a graceful
gesture., The savings would not amount to anything; and if
it were done upon invitation, it would lose its value.

Mr. BRATTON, The saving would be $56,500, if the
judges make the contribution to the amount of 10 per cent
of their salaries to the Treasury, and $56,500 is worth
saving,

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to
me?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield. v

Mr. BINGHAM. The Sepator will remember that we
were told by one or two of the judges that they felt that it
would be very embarrassing to them for their clerks and
the officials of their courts to be cut 10 per cent, and they
go right on with their salaries, that they would gladly and
would prefer to put themselves on the same basis with all
the employees of the courts; and under the present law the
money could not be received by the Treasury.

Mr. BRATTON. That information was brought to the
committee. By another provision of the bill we group the
United States Shipp‘ng Board, the members of the Federal
Farm Board, except the BSecretary of Agriculture, the
members of the Board of Mediation, the commissioners of
the Interstate Commerce Commission, the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs, the commissioners of the United States
Tariff Commission, the American commissioners of the Gen-
eral Claims Commission, United States and Mexico, and the
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umpire and American commissioners of the Mixed Claims
Commission, United States and Germany, and fix their
salaries at $10,000 per annum, and provide further that,
after June 30, 1932, no officer or employee of the Federal
Farm Board, the United States Shipping Board, the Mer-
chant Marine Corporation, or of any governmental function
named in this section, shall receive a salary at a rate in
excess of $10,000 per annum.

Then we provide that the 10 per cent reduction elsewhere
provided in the bill shall apply to the salaries as thus re-
duced. In other words, a member of a commission who is
now drawing $12,000 a year is first reduced to $10,000, and
then the 10 per cent reduction is applied to that figure,
which reduces the salary to $9,000, which means a reduc-
tion of $3,000 to members of certain commissions hereto-
fore drawing $12,000 a year. The savings from that aggre-
gate $97,500.

We have gone through the bill with a view of curtailing
expenditures and of effecting economies the very best we
could in the shert period of time available to us. Some
people throughout the country seemed to believe that we
were a committee that would sit for months canvassing the
entire machinery of the Government with a view of effecting
permanent economies. I think we need that kind of a com-
mittee. I believe it could accomplish a great deal. But our
committee did not occupy that position. This measure was
attached as a rider to the legislative appropriation bill; the
body at the other end of the Capitol sent it to us in that
form; and, accordingly, it had to be dealt with promptly.
We devoted two weeks to it. We effected these economies.
We knew they would be unpopular in certain quarters. We
recognized that they would meet stubborn opposition in this
Chamber and elsewhere, and we were not deceived in that
belief,

Mr. President, there arises in the equation the paramount
consideration of protecting the Government, of maintaining
its stability, of maintaining its credit, of maintaining its
steadfast course; and I have the belief deep in my mind
that every Federal employee, if he realized the seriousness
of the situation, would be willing to contribute his 10 per
cent during the next 12 months as a means of aiding the
Nation in this time of stress and strain.

I do not call their unwillingness to do so selfishness, I do
not characterize it as that, but I think they fail to appreciate
the situation. I express this belief, too, that if we proceed
without some curtailment in Government expenses, without
some reduction in Federal salaries, the sentiment for econ-
omy throughout the country will become so strong that in
less than 12 months the Federal employees will find them-
selves confronted with a deeper cut than 10 per cent. It
requires no prophetic vision to realize that, and I say that as
a devoted friend of the Federal employees throughout the
country, many of whom in my own State have supported me
in every way. When I stand for this cut of 10 per cent I
hold to the belief that I am rendering them a real service,
because I would rather see them take a temporary cut of
10 per cent than to see them required to take one much
larger in 12 months or so hence, and, perhaps, thousands
upon thousands of them dismissed from the service altogether,

Mr. COUZENS., Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BincHAM in the chair).
Does the Senator from New Mexico yield to the Senator from
Michigan?

Mr. BRATTON. 1 yield.

Mr., COUZENS. I was wondering what information the
committee had to justify the belief that the salaries would
be restored within a year.

Mr. BRATTON. The provision in the law limits it to 12
months.

Mr. COUZENS. The committee must have made up its
mind that the salaries would be restored after 12 months,
and I would like to know what information the committee
had to justify it in reaching the conclusion that the salaries
could be restored after 12 months.

Mr. BRATTON. Of course, it will take an act of Congress
to prevent the restoration to the present level. In other
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words, unless Congress takes further action, the salaries will
be restored automatically. The committee expressed the
hope that our condition would be improved so that we might
return fo the present level at the end of 12 months.

Mr, COUZENS. So that it was only a hope; we have no
assurance?

Mr. BRATTON. It was only a hope, because no one of us,
not even the Senator from Michigan, can foretell with cer-
tainty what will be the condition 12 months from now; but
he hopes, and I hope, and every other devoted citizen of this
country hopes, and earnestly hopes, that our condition will
be improved at the end of 12 months, so that we may return
to the present levels. But we will not contribute to that
restoration, we will not contribute to that return to the
higher levels unless we protect this Government and main-
tain the stability of its credit.

The greatest blow we could strike in the present situation,
the greatest contribution we could make to its continuance
would be to let our financial situation continue with our
Budget out of balance to a substantial extent.

Mr. President, I know it is going to work hardship upon
many Government employees to take this 10 per cent cut.
Any man who would argue otherwise, here or elsewhere,
should have his mental condition investigated. Many em-
ployees have bought homes and placed mortgages upon
them, many employees have obligations at banks and else-
where, many employees have arranged their financial af-
fairs so that this cut will handicap and embarrass them
tremendously. I realize that. But practically every citizen
in this country, high and low alike, is unable to pay his
obligations promptly. The Federal employees will be in no
worse condition after this cut is applied; they will have no
more mortgages upon their homes that they can not meet
currently than hundreds of thousands, aye, millions of other
citizens who are caught unawares and unprepared in this
hour of crisis.

Mr. President, where are we going to get the money to
furnish the Federal employee to pay the mortgage on his
home, to liquidate the note in the bank, if the taxpayer is
unable to pay the mortgage on his home and liquidate his
note at the bank, and otherwise discharge his obligations?
Everybody is caught in this situation alike, and it is unten-
able to urge that we continue the wage scale of Federal em-
ployees at 100 per cent and rely upon a depleted reservoir,
namely, hard-pressed taxpayers, for the money with which
to pay such salaries,

I say that with as deep sympathy for the Federal em-
ployees and the workers of this country as any man here or
elsewhere. But we are confronted with a situation, and it is
for every Member of this body to deal with it as his judg-
ment dictates. My judgment is that a flat, horizontal cut,
whatever we make if, is the best method for approaching
the situation. If 10 per cent is too high, reduce it. If 10
per cent is too low, increase it. But whatever if is, let it be
a flat, horizontal cut, which will apply to every employee
alike, so that his contribution will bear the same proportion
to the whole contribution that his salary bears to the total
sum of salaries paid by the Government. Do not have the
man with the low salary urging that his cut is out of pro-
portion with that of the man higher up.

Mr., COUZENS. Mr, President, will the Senator yield
again?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

Mr, COUZENS. The Senator from Florida a while ago
spoke about the graduated income tax being applied on the
principle of ability to pay.

Mr. BRATTON. Yes. '

Mr. COUZENS. I wondered what the committee’s view-
point was about cutting a $15,000 Cabinet officer 10 per cent,
and cutting 124,000 employees who receive under a thou-
sand dollars 10 per cent.

Mr. BRATTON. We thought that when Federal salaries
are compared one with the other, the whole structure of our
pay roll was equitable; at least we have said so in the past
because Congress fixed it; and that when the cut does ex-
actly what I have stated, namely, the share borne by each
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individual bears the same ratio to the whole that his salary
bears to the whole salary expense that is fair, That is the
fairest way we can make the reduction, and it rests most
equitably upon all alike,

Mr, COUZENS. I believe there is some proper basis for
a graduated reduction.

Mr. BRATTON. If we were dealing with it as a perma-
nent proposition, there might be much justification in that
view; but we are dealing with it as a temporary matter, as
a humanitarian problem. We believe, in view of the reduc-
tion in commodity prices, that the fairest way to do it is to
cut them alike on a horizontal basis. That is my conviction.
I think it will work out best in the long run.

As I pointed out a while ago, we will always have in a
graduated scale what might be called ragged fops. It has
been suggested that we exempt all employees up to $1,000.
Let us fake that proposal. One employee is drawing $1.000
and another drawing $1,100. Applying the 10 per cent
above the $1,000, the $1,000 man afterwards would be draw-
ing more money than the $1,100 man. We would have in-
numerable complaints of discrimination and injustice in
every such step-up in rates.

Mr. COUZENS. I believe there is legislative language that
we could use to obviate that. I do not think that is a very
serious objection to the graduated scale.

Mr. BRATTON. Perhaps the Senator from Michigan
could do that. If he can, I regret seriously that the whole
task of effecting these economies was not tendered him.
[Laughter.]

Mr, COUZENS. I thank the Senator for his sarcasm.

Mr. BRATTON. Not at all, Mr. P_resident. It was in-
tended in a vein of humor.

Speaking seriously to the Senator from Michigan, it is
easy to look at it and say we will make these economies
without doing any injustices, but I express the belief that
if the Senator had devoted two and one-half weeks to it as
the distinguished Senator from Washington [Mr. Jowes]
and others of us did, he would have concluded long ago that
any proposal we may undertake will present many compli-
cations difficult to solve and difficult to overcome.

Perhaps this proposal is not right. Perhaps it is inequi-
table. Perhaps it can be improved upon. But our commit-
tee devoted themselves to it during many hours. We were
of one mind that this is the best way to do it, that it is
the fairest way to do it, that it is the way freest from in-
equities and injustices that we could devise. It is only
a temporary proposal. If calls upon the Federal employees
to respond with a degree of patriotism to the country at
this time. I addressed myself a while ago to the patriotism
of the Federal judiciary. I have the same confidence in the
Federal employees in this country that they will rise to the
challenge which presents itself to them and will respond to
it in true American fashion, and will make their contribution
to the solution of the problems which confront our whole
country in a most vital way.

Although there may be complaints and outcries now, al-
though meetings may be held, although some voices may
be heard, yet if the measure passes with this flat 10 per
cent cut in it, I believe it will be accepted by a large, yea,
an overwhelming majority of Federal employees throughout
the country. Husbands will say to wives and wives will say
to husbands, and it will be said around the family circle,
that the cutf visited hardships upon us, but we are willing
to respond to the needs of the Government in what has
been characterized as an economic war. I believe that
young and old alike will be stalwart soldiers in this time
of economic war and will acquit themselves with that degree
of manhood and womanhood, bravery of manhood and
bravery of womanhood, fidelity to the country, that has
been typical of our citizens in all walks and in all places
and under all conditions and circumstances, including those
whose names now stand upon the roster of Federal em-
ployees. I believe they are as loyal and patriotic to this
country as those on the outside.

In conclusion I express the confident belief that when
we have written this measure, whatever it may be—and I
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hope the committee amendment will stand—that an almost
unanimous voice will be heard from Federal employees, say-
ing that hardships though it involves, disappointments
though it means, deprivations though it casts upon them,
they will accept those hardships, those disappointments,
those deprivations, for a period of 12 months as their con-
tribution to the solution of the problem and the main-
tenance of their Government and its safety and security,
both at home and abroad.

I have hLere a letter from Hon. Luther C. Steward, presi-
dent of the National Federation of Federal Employees, to
which are attached certain tables relating to salaries paid
Federal employees. I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter and tables printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objecticn, the matter referred to was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES,
Washington, D. C., June 1, 1932.

My Dear Senaror: We are inclosing a tabular statement showing
the number of civilian employees grouped by $100 salary steps.
This table was prepared in the Bureau of the Budget and is
authoritative.

This table shows that a cut of 10 per cent on annual salaries
of civilian Federal employees below $1,000 would save $4,330,902;
below $2,5600 would save $82,090,605; below $3,000 would save $82,-
574,817; and below $5,000 would save $102,687,787.

It is apparent that no Senator wishes to cut the pay of em-
ployees in the lower salary ranges. The bulk of the savings must
be secured by cuts in this group. The savings effected by cuts in
the higher-paid groups is so negligible as not to warrant the
United States Government lowering employment standards.

Very truly yours,
Luraer C, Stewarp, President.
Number and cost of salaries of civilian employees of the executive
branch of the Government
[Compiled in January, 1932, from latest available information]

Civil

Annual salary! Number Salary cost

in group |tive total Cost for group | Cumulative cost

Pabal Lo Lt 732,460 | 732,460 $1, 055,070, 636. 55 | $1, 085, 970, 636. 55

43, 308, 021. 57 43, 300, 021. 57

18, (138, 306. 80 61, 347, 418, 37

12, 319, 482, 44 73, 666, 900, 81

22, 243, 740. B4 105, 910, 641. 65

21, 647, 211. 78 127, 557, 853. 43

28,273, 105, 49 155, £30, 058. 02

32, 562,095. 78 188, 303, 057. 68

43, 120, 969, 84 231, 514, 027. 52

32, 712, 739. 60 264, 227, 667, 42

62, 612, 587. 73 326, 840, 255, 15

0, 060, 263, 58 386, 900, 523, 73

48, 530, 825. 01 435, 431, 340, 64

242, 864, £30, 74 678, 206, 180. 38

28, 858, 487, 00 707, 154, 676. 38

57, 547, 533. 82 764, 702, 210. 20

56, 202, 44. 08 820, 905, 055, 18

22, 726, 480. 52 BA3, 631, 535. 70

29, 285, 484, 10 842, 917, 019. 89

17, 448, 105, 00 900, 415, 214. 89

14, 067, 523. 30 914, 452, 738. 19

11, 265, 440. 00 025, 748, 178. 19

10, 331, 218, 00 036, 070, 396. 19

5,459, 319. 4 041, 538, 715. 63

14, 335, 643. 00 055, 574, 358, 63

{ 7, 692, 167. 00 663, 566, 525. 63

$3,400-83,500. 713,456 6, 109, 120. 15 960, 765, 645. 78

§3,500-$3,600. 715,443 6, 016, 494. 00 076, 682, 130. 78

£3,600-83,700. 718, 801 4,841,023, 53 981, 523, 163. 31

$3,700-$3,800_ 717,737 3, 352, 002 00 084, 875, 165. 31

$3,800-$3,900. 720, 612 10, 804, 957. 00 905, 740, 152, 31

£3,000-$4,000. 720, BG3 976, 562. 00 006, 716, 714.31

£4,000-44,100. 722, 441 6,341,012.40 | 1,008, 057, 726. 71

$4,100-$4,200.... 722, 504 627,204.04 | 1,003, 634, 930. 75

$4,200-54,400. 723, 466 3,613,827.50 | 1,007, 208, 758. 25

$4,400-84,600. 724, 188 8,171,017.50 | 1,010, 470, 675. 75

§4,600-$4,800____ 726, 438 10, 250, 866. 60 | 1,020, 730, 54175

$4,800 85,000 ___ 727, TH 6,148, 193.00 | 1,026, 878, 734. 75

£5,000-85,200_ ___ 728, 043 4,573,104.00 | 1,081,451, 838,75

$5,200-$6,100____ 729, 017 1,041,870.60 | 1,083, 393, 700. 35

£5,400-85,800___ . an | 729,328 1,679, 452.80 | 1,035,073, 162. 15

£5,600-$5,800... 805 | 780,233 5,033, 770.80 | 1,040, 106, 832. 95

$5,800-86,000. 303 | 780, 536 1,758, 719.00 | 1,041,865, 65195

$0,000-£6,500 608 | 731, 34 4,218, 775,00 | 1,048, 084, 426. 95

$6,500 -57,000_ 300 | 731,543 1,907,424.60 | 1,048,081, 851. 55

$7,000-$7,500__ 244 | 731,787 1,710, 830. 00 | 1,048, 792, 681, 55

$7,500 -$8,000_.. 150 | 731,987 1,111, 083,00 | 1,050, 903, T14. 55

$8,000-58,500. 133 | 782,070 1,047,672.00 | 1,051, 951, 386. 55

£8,500-50,000..... 40 | 732,110 344, 500,00 | 1,052,205, 886. 55

£0,000-£10,000___ 138 | 732,248 1,243,350.00 | 1,053, 539, 236. 55

£10,000-$11,000_ 134 | 732,382 1,340, 000.00 | 1,054, 870, 238, 55

§11,000-$12,000_____ 6| 732,388 66, 000.00 | 1,054, 945, 236. 55

$12,000-$15,000 41 | 732,420 494,900.00 | 1,085, 440, 138, 55

$15,000 and up__.______.__ 81| 732460 530, 500.00 | 1,055, 970, 636. 55

1 Salary of civilian employees is gross and includes the value of quarters,
subsistence, or other facilities or services i by the Government.
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Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I want first to congratulate
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BraTToR] upon his very
able and very eloguent speech. He has presented the matter
in a fashion, in its presentation at least, that commends
itself to every man who heard him. I feel that it could not
be better presented fo this body than the Senator from New
Mexico has presented it, and I want him to know that I
am in absolute sympathy with the work in which he has
been indulging. I feel that that work has been performed
with studious care, appreciated by all of those who are
interested in the present finances of the Government.

What little I say I do not wish to be construed in the
slightest degree as critical of the committee. I recognize
their difficult task, a difficult task, sir, such as seldom has
confronted a committee in the Senate. I recognize, too,
that there is a difficult task presenting itself to-day to the
Senate itself, a difficult task such as seldom has been pre-
sented to us.

This thing that confronts us to-day has many facets and
many angles. It can not be answered in an instant by a
suggestion of the necessity for money by the Government
of the United States, because it involves possibilities, con-
tingencies, future relationships, which must be considered
as well. Ours is a Republic. Ours is a peculiar Govern-
ment, different from any other upon the face of the earth.
Ours is a Government which rests practically upon its
citizenship and, sir, the Government will be just as good in
the days to come as we permit its citizenship to be. If we
contribute in any degree to the destruction or to the lessen-
ing of the morale, the esprit, that we love to believe is a
part of the citizenship of this country, then, sir, there is no
sum of money that can compensate the United States of
America for the harm which we have done.

I thought the other night when we finished with the tax
_bill that we were over the greater part of our troubles. I
fear, from what I have heard since, we are not. You have
heard the whisperings, just as I have heard them, concern-
ing the necessities of the Government and the obligation
which rests upon us willy-nilly, and without regard to the
merits or demerits of any proposition to pass this bill. I
thought as I listened to the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] the other night and then the day
following that although all the nations of the earth were
looking to us to see what we would do, and that various geo-
graphical subdivisions in Europe were listening to hear from
the sounding board of the United States Senate what it
might accomplish in the way of raising the taxes and the
balancing of that mysterious Budget that changes like a
chameleon from day to day under the ministrations of the
Treasury—I thought then when we had balanced that Bud-
get that we had escaped the many of the evils that were
presented to us and that we had laid some of the bogey men
that had been conjured up upon this floor and paraded up
and down in front of us as bogey men who would catch us
if we did not look out—bogey men local, national, and inter-
national, who but 'ay in wait to destroy us unless with
celerity and dispatch we acted exactly as they desired.

I would like, sir, to put into the Recorp before I conclude
my remarks certain telegrams which I have received of late
from those abroad who are so interested in our welfare, and
who have so impatiently awaited our action. There is, sir,
a most reassuring dispatch from the Ahkund of Swat and
another from the Majaharajah of Ratholee from their re-
treats in the Balkans, saying that having balanced the Bud-
get and having passed the tax bill as was required of us,
they finally could draw a full breath; that they had been
waiting in the fastnesses of their retreats only to learn
whether or not we had balanced the Budget and passed the
tax bill that was presented to us by our friends upon the
Finance Committee. They rejoice now in southeastern
Europe. Again they raise their heads that were bowed in
shame before, if we are to believe the Senator from Penn-
sylvania in the remarks that he made, and they have re-
gained their confidence in the United States of America.

Then southeastern and southwestern Europe unite in
hosannas of praise and pzans of victory because we passed
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our tax bill and balanced our Budget. They say apparently
to us now again perhaps, unless we reduce the salaries of
those who receive liftle in the Government of the United
States, the same bogey men are going to catch us; we will
have the same difficulty. I have confidence in the United
States of America, and I do not believe thz stability of this
Republic rests upon reducing the salaries of those who re-
ceive less than $1,500, $2,000, $2,500 from the United States
Government. It is said to us: Oh, that rate of 10 per cent
reduction is just and equitable, applying alike to the high
and the low, the rich and the poor, to those who are a part
of the Congress of the United States, to those who sit in
high places in the Government, and to those who have less
than $1,500 a year upon which to live. The same reduction
of 10 per cent to all is just and fair and equitable, it is
argued.

Not so, Mr. President; not so, at all. When we take 10
per cent from a man with $1,000, $1,500, $2,000, or $2,500 as
an income, what do we take from him? We take from him
in part food and clothing. We take from him in part shelter
and light. We take from him in part the right to bring up
his children as American children are entitled to be brought
up. We take from him, sir, the very necessaries of life.

When we take from those who are high up in the salaries
of this Nation 10 per cent as well, what do we take? We do
not take from them the absolute necessaries of life that we
take from the poor. We take from them the luxuries to
which they have been accustomed, and, of course, in a time
like this, where the bogey man walks up and down the
Chamber and is about to get us all, they, of course, will be
perfectly willing to yield those luxuries and yield a greater
percentage of income.

I do not believe, sir, in taking 10 per cent of incomes of
$1,000, $1,500, $2,000, or $2,500. I realize that what little I
may say upon the subject is of no consequence here or else-
where, but if mine is the only such vote in this Chamber, I
will not vote to take 10 per cent of the salary of a man who
has little to live upon and has been accorded him in the
past from a Government that has been none too grateful for
services he may have rendered.

Take 10 per cent from a man with a salary of $1,500, say
gentlemen who object to an exemption of $1,500—take from
him $150 and say to me that it is as just as to take 10 per
cent from a $15,000 salaried man! Not a bit of it, sir. No
men with salaries in the lower brackets such as we have seen
in the tables that have been brought here for us ought to
have taken from them 10 per cent of their salary or any
other amount under a measure of this sort or of any other
sort. =

There is an answer to what I say. Of course, the answer
that gentlemen repeat again and again and again is, Where
is your substitute? There must be somewhere in the Goy-
ernment of the United States places where economies may
be accomplished, places in departments of the Government
where economies may be effectuated which will relieve us of
the necessity of peing so cruel as to take 10 per cent out of
salaries that are so small as are those which are taxed by
this bill.

Mr. President, the question goes much further than mere

.money. A query was propounded to-day to the distinguished

Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dickinson] if this were a guestion
of money alone, and the answer was, “ Yes; it is purely a
question of money.” There is something else, sir, involved,
and, thank God, with some of us there is something else in
life as well. To tell me ‘hat this counfry is going to the
bowwows unless we take 10 per cent of the small salaries
of small people I can not for a moment accept, and I can
not for a moment put any particular credence in it. Some-
thing else is involved, something in our economic life. It
is the right to live as Americans can and ought to live; it
is the right to have children, as every right-thinking man
and woman pray for; it is the right to have light and air
and heat and a bit of comfort in this life of ours; it is the
right, sir, to have some of God's sunlight that has been
denied to many of our people; it is the right of the United
States Government to set the example to all the world, to
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protect and build its citizenship that the Republic may
endure. So, sir, I am opposed to taking from these small
salaries any part of them.

I do not care what may be done with the upper brackets.
Go shead with them if it be desired and let every man in
this body, if we are going to make a gesture of reducing the
upper brackets make a gesture that is real. Take from the
upper brackets every penny of salary if you wish; I will
not complain and I would vote for that; but I decline to vote
for taking it from those little able to pay it and those from
whom it ought not to be taken.

It is not a question merely of Government employees who
have their positions and ought to confribute to the emer-
gency. Far beyond that it goes. It goes, sir, to the flowing
of the national life in the fashion in which we wish it to
flow; it goes to the perpetuity of American citizenship as we
would like American citizenship to be maintained. It goes,
sir, to the very justice of this great Government to those who
have been its employees and have rendered it service and
who receive but pitiful salaries in return.

So, sir, in the teeth of all the propaganda and the various
articles that are presented to us throughout this land, I hope
that we shall have nerve enough, I hope that we shall have
the courage to stand here and do no injustice to those who
really are unable to protect themselves and who need the
protecting arm of those who represent them upon this floor.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I want to make a request for
unanimous consent. I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate concludes its business to-day it take recess until 10
o’clock to-morrow morning.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator
from Washington that he change his request and ask that
the Senate meet at 11 o’clock a. m. to-morrow. Ten o'clock
is an extremely difficult hour if we are going to do any
of the other work that is piling up for all of us.

Mr., JONES. I know that there is a great deal of work
to do; but I hope we can get through with this bill as
rapidly as possible. We will probably have to take more
time on it.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President——

Mr. JONES. I yield to the Senator from Illinois,

Mr, LEWIS. May I take the liberty of agreeing with the
Senator from California and of saying that our real difficulty
is because of the many people who come here and want to
visit members of the Cabinet and the Capitol on business
matters at just about 10 o’clock.

Mr. JONES. They will have a hard time getting such mat-
ters before the members of the Cabinet in the morning.

Mr. President, I will change my request and ask that the
Senate meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest that when the Senate concludes its business to-day
it take a recess until 11 o'clock to-morrow morning? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I desire to state at the
outset that I intend to vote against the proposed reduction
of 10 per cent in the salaries of Government employees or
any other reduction in salaries at this time. Although I
appreciate that perhaps the popular thing to do in the eyes
of the country at this time is to slash wages of employees,
particularly Government employees, I am going to vote
against it, because I think it is not the thing that we ought
to do at this time in view of present economic conditions.

I want to call the attention of the Senate to an editorial
which appeared in the Washington Post of April 11 entitled
“ The Underlying Problem.” I will read a portion of the
editorial, as follows:

On April 1 & group of 110 representative commodities were sell-
ing for 1Ty per cent less than they brought a year ago. This is
superimposed upon a decline of 20 per cent In the previous year.
So long as this condition remains unchanged business will be
paralyzed. All the credit in the world can not induce business to
go deeper into the red.

Value in the United States 1s being slowly concentrated into
moeney. The dollar increases In value every day, while eve
else loses some of its relative worth. In spite of the antihoarding
campaign and the liberalizing of credit this situation encourages
the liquidation of all other forms of wealth. The value of the
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dollar has reached such a high point that the people are tempted
to convert all their holdings into dollars to avert further
shrinkage.

Unless this vicious movement is checked it will result in panie.
The extension of credit will not be sufficient. Herolic emergency
measures that will arrest the fall of prices seem to be in order.
How that can be done without unwarranted inflation of the cur-
rency is not clear, buf every fresh wave of deflation makes more
urgent the necessity of restoring some measure of balance between
money and commodity prices.

The best brains of the country ought to be concentrated on this
problem. This economic malady has reached a point where it
can not be expected to cure itself without leaving horrible scars,
Palliatives will not yleld the desired effect. Business can not turn
loward stability unless the whole tendency toward lower price
levels is reversed. Some powerful agency must be thrown into the
breach to restore the value of goods and services against the
cxaggerated value of money.

That, Mr. President, states the underlying problem that
confronts the United States to-day. Yet nothing has been
done by the Cbngress, nothing has been advocated by the
President of the United States to strike at the root of the
real underlying cause of present economic conditions. The
only thing that has been suggested to the Congress is to
reduce wages. It is the same old story; when the head of a
great corporation finds that he can not do anything else
he immediately says, *“ We must reduce wages.” So far as I
am concerned, Mr. President, I want to say that I am not
going to cast my vote on the floor of the Senate to reduce
the wages of Government employees when we appropriate
millions upon millions of dollars for battleships with which
to kill people and which in a few years are going to be of
no value whatsoever to the Government or the peaople of
the United States. I am not going to vote to reduce the
wages in the United States when I see on my desk a bill,
that is on the general program of business, proposing an
appropriation of $125,000,000 out of the Treasury of the
Unifed States to be given to some private banking corpora-
tion. I am not going to vote to reduce wages when I see
legislation pending and proposed in the Congress of the
United States designed to take millions upon millions of
dollars out of the Treasury, and when I know that, instead
of further trying to deflate wages and trying further, if you
please, to deflate the economic situation, we ought to be re-
versing the order and ought to be doing everything under
the sun to infiate our currency and to put more money into
circulation, rather than to keep it out of circulation.

Mr. COSTIGAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Montana yield to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. WHEELER., I yield.

Mr. COSTIGAN. In line with the interesting newspaper
extract the Senator from Montana read, may I ask whether
the Senator also examined a discussion reported in the last
day or two in the press, and attributed to Sir Arthur Salter,
who until recently long supervised the economic studies of
the League of Nations, in which it was, in effect, urged that
an important international contribution might be made by
the United States to relieve general distress if this country
might succeed in raising the present low price level in the
United States? 1

Mr. WHEELER. I did nof see the article, Mr. President:
but, of course, there is not any question about it. ILet me
say that the British colonies are going to meet in Ottawa,
I think, some time in June, with the specific purpose of
trying to do something to raise the commodity price level
upon the world market; and how are they going to do it?
They are going to do it by inflating the currency, and that
brings me to this problem:

While I have spoken on numerous occasions with reference
to the problem of <ilver, I did not rise for that purpose at
this time; but I do say that some means will have to be
found to cheapen the American dollar, and I have proposed
a bill for the remonetization of silver, which unquestionably
would do that, and would absclutely bring up the world
commodity price level.

Further than that, the question has been asked upon the
foor of the Senate, “If we do not reduce these wages, how
are we going to get the money to balance the Budget? "
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Mr. President, let me say frankly that I am not particu-
larly interested in whether the Budget is balanced or not.
I do not think it is of very much importance whether the
Budget is balanced or not. I say that in the face of all of
the propaganda that has been sent out from one end of
this country to the other that unless the Congress of the
United States balanced the Budget at this time we were
going to the bowwows; and they say, “ Why, you are going
off the gold standard unless you balance the Budget.”

We will not go off the gold standard whether we balance
the Budget or whether we do not. It will have very little
effect upon the gold standard. Let me call attention, how-
ever, to the fact that France has not balanced her Budget
in the last two years, and nothing very serious has happened
to the great French Government. In fact, economic condi-
tions in France have been better than they have been in
almost any other country in the world; and, as I say, they
have not balanced their Budget in over two years. Yet we
are told in the Senate and through the press and through
the propaganda that unless we cut wages, unless we balance
the Budget, this whole great Government of ours, with all
of its wealth, just can not last.

It is the cheapest kind of nonsense that has ever been
spread throughout the length and breadth of this land. I
do not know just exactly where it emanated from, and I do
not know just who is responsible for it, or what the pur-
pose of it is; but I do want to stand here upon the floor of
the Senate and say that it has done us immeasurable harm
for the propaganda to go forth to the world, first, that we
could not balance the Budget, and then, if we did not bal-
ance the Budget, that the Government of the United States
was in a frightful position.

Where could we get the money? The Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typincs] and the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BingaaM] have both introduced into the Senate bills with
reference to manufacturing beer. I am not a propagandist
for the manufacture of beer; but I do say that as far as I
am concerned I would vote, as I have voted, to raise, as we
could raise, according to all the figures that have been fur-
nished here, $350,000,000 if the Congress of the United
States and the President of the United States had the cour-
age to come out and advocate a tax upon beer.

Why do we not do it? It is because of the fact that a lot
of people are afraid of the Anti-Saloon League. That is the
reason why we do not do it. We are afraid of the propa-
ganda from the Anti-Saloon League; we are afraid to raise
$350,000,000 in that way; and we would be taking it from
whom? Who is getting the benefit of it now? The racketeer
and the bootlegger in Chicago, in New York, in Philadelphia,
in Pittsburgh. We would put a stop to that racketeering,
and we would put $350,000,000 into the Treasury of the
United States, if we would do what is proposed by these
Senators.

We talk about threatening letters; and the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. Dickinson] told about somebody pinning a mes-
sage upon his door. What the labor people put on the door
of the Senator from Iowa has not been a marker to the
propaganda that the Anti-Saloon League have sent out and
the threats that they have made against Congressmen and
Senators and every public official in the United States.

So, Mr. President, I want to repeat what I said a while
ago: As long as we have not the courage to raise the revenue
in the way that it ought to be raised, as long as we stand
here and are afraid to vote to put a tax upon beer, as we
can do under the Constitution of the United States; as long
as we are afraid to raise revenue in that way, just so long
will T refuse to vote to reduce wages 10 per cent or any other
sum. As long as we are going to appropriate millions of
doliars for battleships, just so long shall I refuse to vote to
reduce wages. As long as we appropriate money out of the
Treasury of the United States for a lot of other useless
things, just so long will I refuse to vote for a reduction of
wages; and, Mr. President, so long as this Government is
afraid to face the real economic problem that confronts this
country, and to do something with reference to cheapening
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the dollar so as fo raise the commodity price level for the
farmers and the other producers of this counry, just so long
will T refuse to vote to balance the Budget by taking money
og:tur the wage workers of the Government of the United
States.

Mr, JOHENSON. Mr. President, I wish to inquire of the
Presiding Officer what is the pending motion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ' The amendment on page
45, which will be stated:

The Caier CLERE. On page 45, line 6, after the word
“reduced,” strike out “as follows: Compensation at an
annual rate of $2,500 or less shall be exempt from reduction;
and compensation at an annual rate in excess of $2,500 shall
be reduced by 11 per cent of the amount thereof in excess of
$2,500 ” and insert “ by 10 per cent of the amount thereof,”
so as to read:

Sec. 102. (a) During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, the
compensation for each civillan and noncivilian office, position,
employment, or enlistment in any branch or service of the United

States Government or the government of the District of Columbia
is hereby reduced by 10 per cent of the amount thereof.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is an amendment to
the House text offered by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
NoRrris].

Mr. JOHNSON. That is why I inquired, to see what is
pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The amendment offered by
the Senator from Nebraska to the House text will be stated.

The Crrer CLERE. On page 45, line 7, it is proposed to
amend the House text as follows: Strike out the figures
“$2,5600 ” and insert in lieu thereof “ $1,500 *; and in line 8,
after the semicolon following the word * reduction,” strike
out the balance of the paragraph and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

And that part of any annual compensation in excess of $1,500
and not in excess of $2,500 shall be reduced by 6 per cent; that
part of any annual compensation in excess of $2,500 and not in
excess of $4,000 shall be reduced by 10 per cent; that part of any
annual compensation in excess of $4,000 and not in excess of £5,500
shall be reduced by 15 per cent; that part of any annual compen-
sation in excess of $5,600 and not In excess of $7,500 shall be re-
duced by 20 per cent; and that part of any annual compensation
in excess of §7,500 shall be reduced by 25 per cent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON. The amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska is the one that is pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct.

Mr. JOHNSON. I desire to offer a substitute, provided
the Chair rules that it may be offered as a substitute. It
was originally written as an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute will be stated.

The Curer CrLErx. At the end of line 11, page 45, it is
proposed to insert the following language:

Provided, however, That the said reduction shall not apply to
the compensation or salaries herein deseribed which are not in
excess of 2,500 per annum; and compensation and salaries herein

described of said $2,600 or less per annum are exempted from the
provisions of this section.

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask, as a parliamentary question, if
the Chair will permit me, can that be offered as a substitute
for the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under Rule XVIII, that is
in order.

Mr. JOHNSON. I do offer it, then, as a substitute and
ask that it lie on the table.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I rise to discuss quite another
question than the one I find occasion now to speak of
briefly in view of what has been offered here on the floor
this afternoon. 3

I have heard Senators ask, I have heard other Senators
promise, or try to promise, how long this temporary cut
in pay might have to continue. There has been offered some
prophecy that this 10 per cent cut would continue for only
a year. One Senator, the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Brarron], however, frankly declares that such an expression
is merely a hope. I insist that we might well look forward
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in what we do now to the possibility of having to repeat or
go even farther than we go now a year from this time in
effecting governmental economies.

We are going to have to continue such a program as we
are engaged in now so long as there is continued ignoring of
the needs of more than half of the people of these United
States. For 10 or 12 years there has been persistent appeal
for a rallying on the part of the Government to the needs of
tha agricultural people, who are seeking only a fair deal and
a fair chance to enjoy that measure of equality and that
measure of blessing which was flowing from the Govern-
ment to industry in general here in the United States.

On yesterday there appeared in the daily press a little
account of the developments in commodity prices which is
only a picture of a continuation of the severe decay that set
in to agriculture several years ago and has not been dimin-
ished in any degree. So long as we permit agriculture to
continue on that downward trend, that long are we going to
have to deal with unemployment, with inability to create
such incomes as will enable us fo draw in the way of taxes
the needed revenue for the Government.

This article of which I speak appeared yesterday morning
in the Washington Herald and is as follows:

WEW LOW SET IN PRICES FOR FARM PRODUCE—3-POINT DROP REPORTED
AS AVERAGE—MEAT ANIMALS SHOW 7 FPER CENT DECLINE

The index of prices of farm products on May 15 was at a new
low of 56 per cent of pre-war as compared with 569 per cent on
April 15, according to the United States Bureau of Agricultural
Economics yesterday. Price declines for all farm commodities ex-
cept potatoes, apples, and eggs accounted for the 3-point drop.
On Meay 15 a year ago the index was 86 per cent of pre-war.

Meat animals recorded the most striking price change during
the past month, the index for hogs, cattle, calves, sheep, and
lambs being reported as 59 per cent of pre-war on May 15, com-
pared with 66 per cent on April 15. The average farm price of
hogs declined 20 to 80 cents per 100 pounds in practically all
States; prices of cattle and calves reached a record low on May 15;
gheep prices were down 8 points, and lamb prices were down 6
points.

Mr. President, our present-day difficulties in an economic
way, and our difficulties in collecting revenue, are traceable
directly to our confinued ignoring of the needs of the agri-
cultural people. One-third of our American population is
living on the farms and dependent upon prices to be paid for
their commodities. Another third of our population is resid-
ing in small communities, conducting the ordinary lines of
business which every agricultural community knows.

The grocer, the dry-goods dealer, the harness maker, the
doctor, the lawyer, all of the many who occupy places in
professional life and in business life are dependent directly
upon those agricultural people. When the farm people are
unable to buy the things they want, when they are unable
to get a price for their products that will enable them to go
into the marketing places and purchase the things they
need and want, these merchants, these business people, are
in turn going to be without a buying power, and as a result
they let the supplies on their shelves diminish, they do not
try to keep them up to the order which was once their
practice, and as a result wholesale houses and jobbers are
hard pressed for business; and because there is a press there
for business, mills and factories close their doors and turn
onto the streets millions of unemployed men, business enjoys
not its usual income, and we do not have access to the re-
turns which ordinarily come from our levies in the way of
taxation upon business and income-tax payers of the
country.

If we want to continue our present condition, if we want
to go from bad to worse evermore, all we need to do is to
continue fo shut our eyes to this agricultural situation,
where very nearly two-thirds of our entire population look
for their first and last success in an economic way.

That, however, is hardly what I rose to say, Mr. President.
I have listened this afterncon to some splendid arguments
offered in support of the 10 per cent cut. I have heard other
arguments in support of the amendment offered by the
senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]. Much as I
should like to concur in the work accomplished by the
Economy Committee, which has been devoling ifself most
unselfishly for several weeks, I can not bring myself fo a
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point where I can support a proposition which deals as
severely with the man and the woman who are trying to
get along on an income of $£1,000 or $1,500 a year as it deals
with those who are enjoying larger incomes as a result of
their employment by the Federal Government.

If we are now going to make a straight slash of 10 per
cent upon all governmental employees, mark my word, if
conditions continue as they are now, we are going to come
back a year from now and ask that those $1,000 and $1,500
employees accept another slash. It may be that we will
have ultimately to come to that. I hope not. In any event,
I think we err grievously if we now make that sort of a
slash against those who are enjoying only that size of
income which enables them to get by in some fashion.

If later on, a year from now, we must resort to such drastic
action, well and geod, but for now I am not ready to say
that the individual Government employee with an income of
$1,000 or $1,500 a year is as able to sacrifice 10 per cent of
his salary as I am able {o sacrifice 10 per cent of my salary.
For that reason, while interested in economy, while knowing
that we must effect economies, I think while we are effecting
economies we had best beware against doing a thing which
would be a grave injustice to say the least.

In view of the fact that something like 276,000 Federal
employees are drawing salaries of $1,500 a year or less, I
wish we might at least postpone the day when we would
have to effect our economies upon those who can so ill afford
the sort of sacrifice which is demanded in the committee’s
recommendations.

I would be the last one to suggest that the people of the
United States did not have a right to demand and expect
economies of the Congress. However, some two or three
weeks ago I addressed myself to a certain measure then
pending in the Senate and showed how inconsistent we were
in our demand for economy in passing the bill that was then
pending, namely, the naval construction bill.

During the course of my argument I undertook to reveal
the part which had been played by certain selfish interests
in this country in agitating the people by misrepresentation
and by falsehood, which was occasioning their writing to
their Members of Congress and demanding this, that, and
the other thing in the name of economy., I mentioned names
in that address, and also in that falk to the Senate I re-
vealed the matter of expenses and economy that were being
involved in the then pending measure.

Of my address the newspapers the following day carried
perhaps an article of & column, not one portion of it given
over to anything which I had said as to economies or my own
attitude upon the question of etrecting economies, but every
line of it given over to what was alleged to have been my
attack upon Mr. Merle Thorpe, the editor of Nation’s Busi-
ness, the organ of the United States Chamber of Commerce.
The thought was left with those who would read that I had
declared myself opposed to the program of economy which
the Congress was engaged in.

Before I proceed with what I have to say to-day, in con-
tinuation of my remarks of about three weeks ago, I want to
say very emphatically that I will continue to lend myself
whole-heartedly to any program which will accomplish
economies without working gross injustices upon those
people who can least afford them.

When, some weeks back, we first began to hear from over
the country, our attention was called to the fact that Mr.
Merle Thorpe and other spokesmen for the larger business
interests of the land were urging upon the Government all
measures of economy, were selling to the public the thought
that we were a most extravagant Congress, were selling to
the country the thought that there were very material sav-
ings which might be effected in every department of gov-
ernmental activity.

It occurred to me at the time that it would be most inter-
esting to know whether Mr. Thorpe and the Chamber of
Commerce of the United States were practicing what they
preached. These people have pointed the way to where we
might effect economies. They are among the leaders of
those demanding this straight cut of 10 per cent upon Fed-
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eral employees. If they could have their way there would
be abandonment, complete abandonment, of the employ-
ment of thousands upon thousands of the men and women
who are on the Federal pay roll at this time.

How consistent are they, Mr. President? They are not
parficularly consistent. They, the United States Chamber
of Commerce, are doing anything other than practicing
what they are preaching. They are not approximating, in
the way of effecting economies, the work which Congress is
doing.

I wish the public might know the truth. I wish the public
might have more ready access to the expenditures of the
Federal Government. I wish the public could know just
what the Congress is aiming to accomplish through the
various expenditures authorized. If they did know they
would be less subject to the appeal and to the argument and
to the propaganda offered by men like Merle Thorpe through
their editorial efforts and through their broadcasts over
networks covering the entire country.

Mr. Thorpe has little sympathy, seemingly, for the Federal
employees. To him a 10 per cent cut would mean nothing
if it were made to apply upon every Federal employee. Per-
haps one is not to be surprised at this attitude on his part,
because he seems to be rather snugly taken care of himself.
He need not be alarmed about any reaction growing out of a
serious pay cut.

In the Washington Daily News of January 19 of this year,
under the column regularly appearing in that paper known
as “ 9.00 to 4.30,” by C. A. F., there appeared a rather inter-
esting article, which I am going to ask to be permitted to
read at this time:

DEar C. A. F.: The other night Merle Thorpe, arch enemy of the
Government departments, quoted department appropriations a few
years ago and said, “To-day, however, the Department of
required &————, an increase of § . OT per cent.
(Fill in the blanks with any names and figures you wish; I don't
want this letter to be technical.)

A few years ago the United States Chamber of Commerce got
along with a few rooms in the Mills Bullding, and with a few
people—Elliott Goodwin, Dave SEkinner, and a few clerks. To-
day it" has a 4-story, $2,000,000 building, with several hundred
employes, all supported by levies on business. Merle Thorpe gets
$75,000 a year., Others are well paid—all by business.

. Let me remark, Mr. President, that where we are respond-
ing to the economic urge now in aid of business in the
United States, whatever expense is occasioned by the ex-
pense of the United States Chamber of Commerce is a tax
likewise upon American business. The article continues:

Where does Thorpe, with his presidential salary, get off in
crlticizl.ng Government employes receivlng from $1,200 to $12,5007?
You may say Thorpe’'s salary is his own business, but is it when
you consider the function of the United States Chamber of Com-

merce and the manner in which, through Thorpe, it is attempting
to beat down wages?

Mr. Thorpe has made many addresses this last winter on
the matter of governmental economy. Some of his declara-
tions, as they relate to Federal expenditures, have been badly
misshapen, to say the least. I have before me an address
which he made during the winter, and which is reported
verbatim in the March, 1932, issue of the Way-Bill, an
industrial organ. I am not going to read at length from this
address of his, but I do want to call to the attention of the
Senate some of his statements, in that they may indicate the
trend of thought of the man, and the thing which may be at
the bottom of his demand, and the demand of those he rep-
resents, for Federal economies. He says:

First, the legislative department, Congress. spent in 1924,
$14,000,000. It is spending this year $30,000,000: A large factor in
that increase is the 3314 per cent increase in the salaries of
Senators and Congressmen. The State Department in 1924 spent
$14,000,000. Now it spends £16,000,000. The Treasury Depart-
ment in that year spent $3260,000,000. Now it is $310,000,000. The
Depariment of Commerce spent $21,000,000. Now it is $53,000,000.

Some time before the adjournment of the Congress, or
perhaps before this economy matter is out of the way, I
shall address myself to the facts as they relate to some of
these increases with reference to different departments.

In the case of the Commerce Department, for example,
it is altogether unfair to recite that the cosis of that de-

partment have increased from $21,000,000 to $53,000,000,
without revealing that bureaus and commissions which were
once a part of another department of the Government have
since that time been transferred to the Department of
Commerce.

He went on to state that the Department of Labor spent
$6,000,000 in 1924 and now its expenditures are $14,000,000.
He tells about the Department of Agriculture increase. Of
the Interior Department increase he says that the depart-
ment spent $228,000,000 and dropped to $73,000,000 due
only to the fact, not to economies, that three of the large
bureaus were transferred to other departments. The Vet-
erans’ Administration in 1924 cost $409,000,000 and this
year $784,000,000. He recites the Board of Tax Appeals as
another example of increase in Government expenditures;
likewise the Radio Commission, the Federal Board of Voca-
tional Education, and the Federal Farm Board.

Then, Mr. President, he comes down to those features of
Federal expenditures upon which he harps most freely—the
Federal Power Commission, the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Tariff
Commission—all of which Mr, Thorpe and the United States
Chamber of Commerce would be delighted to see dumped
bag and baggage into the Potomac River. He points out
that in the case of the Immigration Service there has been
an increase in expenditures and shows his spleen, however,
further on in his address by coming back and attacking the
increased expenditures of the Inferstate Commerce Com-
mission, staying upon that subject through almost the bal-
ance of his address. He attacks, too, the Bureau of Public
Health, the Children’s Bureau, and other units of Gov-
ernment which have been set up to perform a service for
the people.

Understand me, please, Mr. Presidenf, I am not one who
will argue that there is not room for economies in each and
every one of these departments. I think very material
economies can be effected, should be effected, and are being
effected with relation to all these units of our Government.
I am merely reciting these assertions by Mr. Thorpe in order
that I may show how thoroughly inconsistent are this man
and those he represents in their great urge for economies in
the Federal Government. If the United States Chamber of
Commerce practiced in only a small way the economies
which they would have the Federal Government practice, we
might with some reason stop and listen to them.

Let me point out just how the expenditures of the United
States Chamber of Commerce have grown since 1924, the
same period to which Mr, Thorpe resorts in presenting the
terrible growth of expenditures on the part of the Federal
Government.

MTr. President, in 1925, the total expenditures of the United
States Chamber of Commerce were $2,096,000. In 1930 they
were $4,061,000. Of course, after 1930 we would expect the
United States Chamber of Commerce to be retrenching,
just as the chamber of commerce is asking Congress to
retrench in the matter of Federal expenditures. We find
what the chamber of commerce is doing fo accomplish this
retrenchment to reduce its own expenses. The chamber
of commerce is understood to have discharged only 4 men
and 10 girls—and they are to be congratulated for that.
The men and some of the girls were let out last fall, the rest
of the girls very recently.

No salary cuts were made up to March 1, 1932, when there
was put into effect a salary cut relating to all employees of
the United States Chamber of Commerce. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, that cut which was made effective by the United States
Chamber of Commerce does not compare with the cut which
is being demanded of the Federal employees in the bill which
is before us at this time. Just observe how severely they are
dealing with their employees. This March 1 cut is one of 5
per cent as relates to all United States Chamber of Com-
merce salaries ranging between $1,200 and $5,000. Those
employees enjoying salaries of $5,000 to $10,000 must take a
cut of 7% per cent. Then poor Mr. Thorpe, who is num-
bered among those employees enjoying salaries between
$10,000 and $25,000, or more, will suffer a cut of 10 per cent
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under the schedule. In other words, those with salaries of
$75,000 a year are going to suffer the infliction of a 10 per
cent cut which is not different from the 10 per cent cut
which is going to be laid upon the Federal employee who is
drawing a salary of less than $1,500 a year.

I look upon this enfire program, which has been engi-
neered so skillfully this past winter by the United States
Chamber of Commerce, as being one of the most vicious,
unfair undertakings ever known in American public life. I
repeat that if the United States Chamber of Commerce would
practice what they preach we might with some cause listen
to their advice. But here we are to-day bent upon reducing
the salaries of Federal employees enjoying salaries of only
$1,500 a year or less, in the same degree and with the same
severity that we would use in cutting the salaries of those
Federal employees who are drawing pay in the higher
brackets. I hope with all my heart that we shall not have
to do it now, though that matter may have to come back
here to another Congress, though we may have to resort to
these drastic cuts as relates to Federal employees in the
lower brackets. Let us levy a larger cut on those drawing
salaries in the higher brackets, including ourselves and the
Members of Congress, but let us not inflict at this time, of
all times, that 10 per cent cut upon particularly those Fed-
eral employees residing in Washington who are having an
exceedingly difficult time * getting by,” if I may use that
expression, upon their very limited salaries.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. NYE. T yield.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Has the Senator estimated what the
loss of revenue would be if we exempted from the proposed
reduction the salaries of all Federal employees now receiving
$1,000 or less?

Mr. NYE. I have not, but I have heard the estimate
which has been presented. One must admit that to exempt
$1,500 salaries from any cut at this time is going to destroy
a very large part of the saving that has been effected in the
committee proposal before us at this time.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. My immediate question is this:
Suppose we exempted from reduction all salaries of $1,000
or less, what loss in revenue would we suffer?

Mr. NYE. I have not heard that estimated.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If we exempted all salaries below
$1,500, what is the estimated loss?

Mr. NYE. As I recall the figures, it is $57,000,000.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I have heard a far less sum sug-
gested.

Mr. NYE. Perhaps the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
BraTToN] may be able to give us that information.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I say to the Senator from New
Mexico that I was propounding this question: Suppose we
exempt from any reduction in salaries employees receiving
$1,500 ar less, what amount of revenue would we lose?

Mr. JONES. Mr, President, may I answer for the Sen-
ator from New Mexico? We would get $35,691,000 with the
$1,500 exemption. If we exempt the $1,500 class then our
revenues from the plan would be as I have stated.

Mr. BRATTON. In other words, instead of saving $121,-
000,000 we would save $35,000,000.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Subtracting one from the other
means that we would fail to receive $86,000,000. How many
employees has the Government who receive $1,500 or less?

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator
from California that I placed in the Recorp a while ago a
table giving all that information.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Very well

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I have in my hand a
resolution adopted by the citizens of. Buffalo protesting
against the salary cuts carried in the bill, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it may be inserted in the Recorp and
referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

The communication was referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY CITIZENS OF EUFFALO IN PROTEST AGAINST
GOVEENMENT WAGE CUTS

Resolved, That this meeting; consisting of citizens of the city
of Buffalo, assembled this 29th day of May, 1932, in the Teck
Theater, at Buffalo, N. Y., do hereby oppose the policy or doctrine
that the circumstances of the day require wage cutting on the
part of the Federal employees or other wage earners.

Resolved further, That it is the sense of this meeting that such
& policy, in instances where the same has been adopted in the past
two or three years, has not proven of wvalue nor has it furnished
any contribution toward the restoration of good times,

Resolved further, That we believe such a policy has had just
the opposite effect; that by reason of lowered purchasing power of
the wage earner resulting therefrom that such a policy did not
hasten the return of good times, but retarded the same.

Resolved further, That this meeting assembled this 20th day
of May, do hereby register iis support of the Hon. Enmunp F.
CookE, Hon. James M. Meap, Hon. Royar 8. CoreLanp, and Hon,
RoserT F. WacNER in their unswerving opposition to a policy of
wage cutting agitated at Washington.

Resolved further, That a copy of this resclution be sent to those
Members and to the several other Members of Congress who sup-
ported our local national representatives In opposing a policy of
wage cutting now being urged at Washington.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I do not know whether
the Senator in charge of the bill desires to have a recess
soon or whether he prefers to have the Senate remain in
session some time longer.

Mr. JONES. I should like to remain in session at least
until half past 5, if not later.

Mr. TRAMMELL, Mr. President, I think a very large
majority of Senafors have a common purpose to effect as
much economy in all activities of the Government and in
salary expenditures as may be made commensurate with
efficiency of the service and the maintenance of the neces-
sary governmental activities. I do not believe there is any
greal difference of opinion or sentiment among the Senators
in that regard. I am sure that my attitude has been and my
votes on the different questions which have arisen have been
favorable to the elimination of useless expenditures, trying
to strike from the burden of Government duplications in the
different departiments and bureaus, and this has been my
policy not only for this session but as well in all the years
past.

As the question has heretofore arisen from time to time
during past years, and especially in more recent years, I
have been impressed with the problem of the wage earners,
either in the Government service or in private industry and
activities. To my regret, those who are drawing only a
small wage have not always had friends and advocates at
court.

Mr. President, I have witnessed in the Senate in days gone
by, even during the prosperous days of the country, active
and intense opposition to increases of $50 or $100 per annum
in the salary of some employee who was only on the pay
roll for probably $1,000 or $1,100 or $1,200 per annum, and
yet at the same time or within probably one or two days of
such strenuous resistance to the poorly paid employee re-
ceiving a little increase of $50 or $100 per annum in his
salary, I have witnessed the same Senators rise on this floor
and, with all the vigor and eloguence at their command,
advocate an increase of salary of two, three, or four or five
thousand dollars to some one who already was receiving
eight, ten, twelve, or fifteen thousand dollars per annum.
Of course, my desire to defend the Government’s interests,
to adjust salaries, and to effect economies has never yet led
me into that character of attitude which I believe almost
anyone would consider rather or even glaringly inconsistent.

In raising the additional revenue made necessary by the
depressed condition which exists in this country, I think we
all desire to raise whatever may be necessary from those
who are able to pay. I have heard that phrase uttered and
reuttered and reiterated in the Chamber time and time
again during the present session of Congress and in pre-
vious sessions.

In considering and adopting the income-tax provisions,
as an illustration, a majority of the Senate—and I shared
in that view—took the position that the income tax should
not begin to apply to a person until after an exemption of
income sufficient to enable single men and women and men
who might be the heads of families, with wives and children,
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to support themselves and their families. Consequently, in
writing the income-tax provisions it was provided that sin-
gle persons should have an exemption of $1,000 free of tax.

We may call the pending question a question of salary or
something else, but in its effect and in its operation it is one
of the means by which we hope to balance the Budget, by
which we hope to make money by saving money. We are
going to contribute to the Government exchequer by a course
of salary reductions. In framing the income-tax provisions
of the revenue law we provided that there should be an
exemption, which was reduced fo $2,500, s compared with
$3,500 in the old law for heads of families and for an exemp-
tion of $400 for each dependent minor. In proposing now
to reduce salaries I see no reason for changing the policy
and not allowing employees to have a reasonable allowance
upon which to live before the reduction shall begin to apply.

I believe, of course, that in these times which are distress-
ing beyond all description there should be a reduction in
salaries that are a little greater than actually necessary
for ordinary, everyday plain living. I am favorable to a
substantial reduction; but I do not mean by this I am in
favor of taking from the person who makes only $50 a month
$5 a month or that I wish to take from the person who
makes only $60 or $70 a month $6 or $7 as a deduction; I
am not in favor of exacting from the person who makes a
hundred dollars a month $10 a month. In the case of
salaries over $1,200 or $1,400 per annum, I would favor mak-
ing a certain percentage of reduction, but I believe that if
we are going to reduce salaries—and we should—the reduec-
tions should be made upon a graduated basis as set forth
in the amendment submitted by the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Norrisl.

If we are to appeal, as the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Brarton] did, to the patriotism of the Govermment em-
ployees, let those who draw salaries of $5,000, $6,000, $8,000,
$10,000, $12,000, and more per annum rise to that higher
degree of patriotism he so eloquently pictured and ask for a
reduction in their salaries which will make a worth-while
contribution to the total sum and which, forsooth, will not
deprive them of, at least, a reasonably comfortable existence.

If we take 10 per cent away from a person with a salary
of $500 or $600 or $1,000 a year, he or she, of course, can
exist, but his or her problem is made just that much more
difficult. In reference to salaries of $100 a month, a Sena-
tor said, “ Well, a person in the humble walks of life could
get along all right on that; let us take $10 a month from
him.” I said, “ Oh, yes; of course I know one’s station makes
some difference in the demands upon him, but if you think
it is easy for a person at the present time in the city of
Washington and in other of the large cities throughout the
country to live, except under the most circumscribed and
humble conditions, on $100 a month, go out and take $100
a month and try it yourself; you will find yourself in a $20
or $30 room, with some one rooming with you, in a section
of the city in which you would not care to live; you will find
yourself buying your meals at the poorest class of café and
often at ‘Cheap John’ eating places where you can get
meals for 25, 30, or 50 cents; and you will find yourself hav-
ing to purchase all your articles of clothing and other neces-
sary wearing apparel at the very cheapest places where they
can be purchased.” So I invite those who would arbitrarily
cut salaries of $50 to $100 a month as much as 10 per cent
to go out and try the experiment a little while themselves
and ascertain what the result is from experience. Yet there
are those who want to take the 10 per cent toll from these
small salaries. Many of those who advocate such policy
think that a man with a salary of $4,000, $5,000, on up to
$12,000 or $15,000, should only have the 10 per cent reduc-
tion applied to him. It is a drive for revenue by the route
of salary reductions. Why such tender consideration for
more fortunate and a heartless treatment for those with
scarcely a living wage?

I would rather be fair with those employees who are get-
ting such small salaries and reduce by more than 10 per cent
the salaries of those receiving eight thousand, ten thousand,
twelve thousand, and fifteen thousand dollars per annum.
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That is what could be done. I made a little calculation of
the proposal of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] and
I find that a person receiving $10,000 a year would have his
or her salary reduced $1,450 per annum. That would still
leave one receiving a salary of $10,000, $38,500, in round num-
bers, on which to live and meet the demands upon him. I
think that would be a more righteous policy.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. TRAMMELL, I yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Will the Senator analyze
the Norris amendment?

Mr. TRAMMELL, I have not the statistics for the entire
amendment.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Senator is reading from
figures.

Mr. TRAMMELL. No; I just made a calculation under
the Norris amendment on a $10,000 basis. The Senator will
understand that the amendment is on a graduated basis
and the rate of reduction increases on the larger salaries.

Mr. President, my good friend from New Mexico [Mr.
Brarron] appealed to the patriotism of those who now have
scarcely sufficient salary upon which to live in a very ordi-
nary and simple way. I appeal {o the patriotism of those
who are fo-day drawing salaries of from $5,000 to $25,000
and appeal to them to make their confribution toward bal-
ancing the Budget and toward a reduction in Government
expenditures, which all realize is essential at this particular
time.

Of course, only a blind man could not have realized what
has been going on throughout the country for the past few
months on the question of reducing small wages and salaries.
Everyone knows the appeal for reduction has not come from
the average, everyday American citizen; everyone knows the
request has not come from the unemployed of the land that
we should slash the salaries of Government employees down
to a point where those who to-day are living in the most
commonplace surroundings should have their salaries still
further cut. That propaganda has been circulated and
spread throughout the country in most instances by people
who are enjoying incomes not of $600 to $1,200 a year—I
will guarantee there is not one of them who receives an
income of only $1,200 a year—but, in the main, this propa-
ganda has been directed by people who are enjoying in-
comes, I will say by way of illustration, of from $10,000 to
$100,000 per annum.

Mr. President, none of the unemployed are going to get
any of the benefit of this reduction. There is no citizen
back home, who is having a struggle with his little business,
who is going to get any benefit from it. We have been in
session for five or six months, and I have not seen or heard
of the enactment of any legislation that has been of any
material assistance or that there was any sound reason to
believe would be of any material assistance to the unem-
ployed of the country, or to those who are having a struggle
to gain an honest livelihcod.

We must and should make a big reduction in Government
expenditures, but let us do the job with perfect fairness.

There is nothing new in this issue, Senators. Ever since
my entry into public life there have been more or less of
warring forces, one saying that those higher up should have
greater compensation, and that those lower down in the
salary scale or wage scale were getting too much, and their
wages should be reduced. We know what a struggle we have
had in America, covering a period of a quarter of a century
and more, to get a reasonable wage for those in private
employment, who for many years were compelled fo labor
for a mere pittance that was not sufficient to feed their
families with reasonably sustaining food or to provide ordi-
nary wearing apparel for their families, much less to give to
them an opportunity to educate their children as those who
were more fortunate in the matter of salary and of a com-
petency were able to do.

I recall that when in my teens that was guite an issue.
Some people thought that men who were making only $1.50
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a day, who went forth at dawn to labor and worked until
twilight, were receiving all the wages they ought to have,
possibly in bricklaying, in carpentering, in painting, in
various other lines of work; possibly some one who was
working upon a railroad as a brakeman or as a fireman.
Those pecple, good citizens, said, *“ We have had pressed
down upon us for all these years and years a system of ab-
solutely inadequate wages. We have had no opportunities.
We feel that we are entitled to a little of opportunity ”; and
they began the struggle for better wages. They had to resort
to organization. A great many who desired to preserve for
themselves the great accumulations of wealth, and others
who desired to preserve for themselves exorbitant salaries,
opposed the efforts of these men to get a living at a reason-
able wage. Finally, due to the patriotic sentiment of a great
majority of the people of the country, not restricted to those
who were directly inferested but to the great body of the
American people who believed in justice and in fairness and
believed in building up the standard of living, the laboring
people of the country, whether in the factory, in railroad
employment, or what not, reached the point prior to the
present panic where they were getting reasonably good
wages.

Now, of course, this depression has come along and has
upset the situation very much; and the whole trend now
on the part of a great many is just as it was of old, except
reversed. Previously it was a matter of trying fo check
these workers, trying to prevent them from getting a rea-
sonably good wage. Now, since conditions have gotten
worse, the first thing that happens is that those of whom
I have spoken want to pounce upon the people who are
making only a small wage and reduce their wages and cause
them to return to the old condition of insufficient com-
pensation upon which to live in reasonable comiort. So
when we come to the question of reduction of Government
salaries they rush madly in and say, “ We must make a
reduction of 10 per cent fiat,” without taking into account
and distinguishing between the lowest salaries and the
highest.

They demand and insist upon taking the pound of flesh;
so they say, “ We will reduce even the very low salaries of
$600 a year, $800 or £1,000 a year.” When we get above
these low salaries I want to make some reduction upen a
graduated scale. I am not willing, however, to take just as
great a proportionate amount from those in the lower
brackets as from those in the middle and high salary
brackets.

Some one said that the only fair way was to take from
them proportionately.. If we go into a restaurant to get a
meal, upon one table we find a pound of steak provided
for only one person. Upon another table we find only
2 ounces provided for another person. Somebody says, “ We
will take some of that away from each of them. We are
going to reduce them ”; so they take 10 per cent off of the
2 ounces and they take 10 per cent from the pound. Ten
per cent of 1 pound leaves nine-tenths of a pound. That is
a pretty good meal, in fact, too much, for almost anyone;
but when you take 10 per cent off the 2 ounces, which was
insufficient to begin with, you are liable to cause some
suffering and some hardship to the person you deprive of
10 per cent of that small amount of food, while you have
caused no hardship to the other person; you have caused
no hunger or suffering.

If we were going to treat everybody alike, why was not
that the policy heretofore in dealing with the question of
salaries? I have seen an effort to get a little increase of
fifty or one hundred dollars a year in a $1,000 salary or an
eleven or twelve hundred dollar salary—not over 5 per cent
increase, or certainly not over 10 per cent—and I have seen
that brushed aside with indifference. Upon the next day,
or a few days following, I have seen an efiort to raise a
salary of $8,000 to $12,000 a year, which represented 50 per
cent increase in the salary; and that was cheerfully and
cordially and zealously done, and the increase of 50 per
cent in the salary was made, though it was already $8,000
a year.
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What I am endeavoring to do is to represent those who
have heretofore been unfortunate and diseriminated against,
whether intentionally or not, and are still in the very low
salary brackets—six hundred, eight hundred, one thousand,
eleven or twelve hundred dollars a year. Some people talk
about increases in salaries, but those in the low-salaried
brackets have not had any increases of any consequence,
It is in the middle and higher brackets that the salary
increases have been made, and not in these lower brackets.

I am very anxious to effect all possible economy. I think
we can make, and should make, substantial reductions in
the salaries above the actual ordinary living expenses. I
am anxious to do that. I will support a policy of that char-
acter, but we must view the entire picture.

In this debate we have heard much about the mainte-
nance of the Government, its credit and its security.

We did not hear anything of that kind when, in the early
part of this session of Congress, we were pledging the credit
of America for $2,000,000,000. I do not think we have ever
heard it yet with regard to that particular legislation; yet
that argument is used here. At that time I suppose most of
those who are supporting this 10 per cent slash on the small
salaries—and those only are the ones I am endeavoring to
befriend, not the others; I want that distinctly understood.
At that time almost everybody said it was a very patriotic
thing to use the credit of the Government to the extent of
$2,000,000,000. Of course, there were all kinds of rainbows
of hope held out. Somewhere along this rainbow we were
going to have ushered in prosperity for everyone; but, as it
turned out, it was merely a hope.

There have been some benefits. I supported the measure.
There have been some benefits in our financial circles, and
for this I am thankful. I share the opinion that we have to
do what we can to maintain our financial institutions, be-
cause our people generally and our industries throughout the
country can not be segregated from our financial institu-
tions. Under our system of business enterprise and of oper-
ation they are all interwoven, and if we injure one we injure
thtﬁ other, If we help one we indirectly, at least, assist the
other,

So I supported that legislation. The point I am making
is that we must view the entire picture and see what has
been the attitude in deliberating upon other situations here.

Senators, if we do justice as we see it by these poorly paid
employees and refuse to make a flat cut of 10 per cent
against them, I do not think it is going to have any effect
whatever upon our financial stability or the condition of the
country in any regard, except that it will be disappointing
to a few people who have tried to propagandize this country
into a frame of mind where it was disposed to pounce upon
everybody connected with the Government.

From Members of the Senate and the House down through
the Government service no one has been immune from this
effort which has been made throughout the country. It is
quite general. I think the standing of the average public
official, wherever he is, in whatever capacity he may be
serving, is at rather a low ebb, largely due to the absolutely
vicious, wicked, and false misrepresentations which have
been circulated throughout the country for selfish reasons.

Some one was talking to me the other day about what we
see in the press, and I said, “I have always been a friend
of the press, I believe in freedom of speech, and I never com-
plain but let it go unnoticed.” He said, “I tell you what I
heard the other day. Whenever you read anything about a
public official, divide it by 10 and believe abouf one-tenth
of what you read and disbelieve about nine-tenths, and as
a rule you will be right.” I said, “I do not know that it is
that bad, but, of course, they put their own color on every-
thing. They leave out some things, and they say some things
that probably will not be sustained by the record.”

Anyway, this propaganda has been going on, not for the
good of the country, but in the main for selfish reasons, so
that some one could dominate and control and direct legis-
lation of every character which may come before Congress.

Everyone has a right to his views. I would accord every-
one that privilege, but wherever we differ on public matters,
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let us differ honestly, carrying on our advocacy of a policy
in a fair way and in a manner considerate for those who
may oppose us. Unfortunately, Congress has not had that
consideration during this time of trouble. The focus of the
vision has been very largely of a selfish character, and re-
stricted to the views of the particular person or the par-
ticular interest seeking favors or to escape a public duty.

I have had in one mail, or possibly through a telegram,
an appeal to me to balance the Budget, from certain people
representing certain interests. The next day I would have
a communication from the same source saying, “ We do
not think you ought to place any tax upon this particular
commodity, or this particular business, or this particular
industry.”

Some people denounce Congress upon the one hand for
the plan for balancing the Budget, after they appeal for
action in haste, and in the next breath denounce the na-
tional lawmakers for putting something in the Budget-bal-
ancing revenue bill that affects their own particular interest.

We have had a lot of that kind of thing to contend with.
I merely mention it as illustrative, and in order that I may
emphasize the fact that a great deal of the sentiment may
have been aroused throughout the country on the question
of salaries, carrying it to the point of causing Congress to
make a reckless salary reduction upon a flat basis of 10
per cent as affecting those in the smallest salary brackets,
who practically have not a living to-day.

I do not mean the person with a two or three or four
thousand dollar income, but I am speaking of the people
with salaries in the lower brackets.

Mr. President, we did not know until yesterday what the
Economy Committee was going to report. I expected that it
would report some reductions in salaries, and I intended to
support very substantial reductions in the higher and me-
dium salaries, and I have so stated a number of times within
the past two or three months upon the floor of the Senate.

To-day in thinking of economy I said, “I think probably
there is some other direction in which we could also effect
some economy,” and I just glanced over the hearings upon
the naval appropriation bill in the House. The bill was
passed by the House, and the Senate committee has not re-
ported it, so that we have not taken it up for consideration
in the Senate.

I saw in those hearings that upon inquiry of the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee in the House a
representative of the Navy Department, in connection with
a question relative to automobiles, an item for buying auto-
mobiles, for paying the expenses and the outlay for chauf-
feurs for public automobiles furnished to officials, said that
the Secretary of the Navy had a Lincoln automobile paid for
by the Government; that each and every one of his Assistant
Secretaries had a Packard automobile, paid for by the Gov-
ernment; that the head of every bureau in the Navy De-
partment had for his use a Government Packard automobile.

This representative of the department said that the Secre-
tary of the Navy had a chauffeur paid by the Government
about $1,200 or $1,400 a year; that two or three of the
Assistant Secretaries had chauffeurs paid by the Government.
However, the House agreed fo the appropriations for that
purpose.

I say, Mr. President and Senators, that we should strike
those appropriations out and reduce by $110,000, at least,
the amount we propose to take from people getting only six
ar seven hundred dollars or a thousand dollars a year. The
same condition in regard to the Government furnishing
automobiles applies to the Secretary of War, the Secretary
of Agricuiture, and all other department heads.

In these times of depression I want to commend to the
country and to the Scnate, in connection with furnishing
Government automobiles to officials, the patriotic action
and position taken by Speaker Garner, of the House of Rep-
resentatives. He said that under the circumstances he did
not care to use the Government automobile and have a
chauffeur furnished him for that purpese. I do not know
that I would have done that; but I think it was a patriotic
thing for him to do, and I honor him.
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I think those getting larger salaries ought to have their
salaries reduced, under the circumstances, but I can not
understand why it is that some of them have not tried to
cut out such items as these automobile items. I can not
quite appreciate that.

I am going to offer an amendment to the bill to strike
from the appropriation bill for the Navy Department the
appropriation for furnishing automobiles to any official in
the department, except probably the Secretary of the Navy,
and really he should not be allowed this luxury at Govern-
ment expense. The same thing applies to the other depart-
ments. The Government is giving away probably a half
million dollars annually for people to ride around here in
Lincolns and Packards at Government expense, and they
have but little use for them, as far as official business is con-
cerned. These officials get large salaries. Why should they
not buy their own automobiles and pay their own expense
for operating them?

I want to see the spirit of economy made general, made
indiscriminate, and applied to luxurious contributions, as it
is here proposed to apply to those receiving a wage that is
scarcely sufficient upon which to live.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator
not to charge that up to the Economy Committee, for it
did not have to do with that. I am in sympathy with the
Senator’s position in regard to that matter.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I have the place marked, and will call
it to the attention of the chairman of the committee when
we take up the naval appropriation bill.

Mr. JONES. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. TRAMMELL. We will cooperate. We cooperated yes-
terday to save $25,000 which was recommended for the pur-
chase of periodicals for the Supreme Court. We will cut
out probably $100,000 in the naval appropriation bill to
cover the furnishing of Lincolns and possibly some Rolls
Royces to people who have no use for them as far as official
business is concerned. And if we go into all departments
we can probably cut expenditures along this line by a half
million. I am glad the chairman of the committee displays
the spirit he does.

I am not criticizing the committee, but I think that every
Senator should give this matter rather serious consideration.
I am merely expressing some of my own views.

Sometimes in the day of panic and of distress we just
run pell-mell and roughshod in dealing with public problems,
and though our intention be the best do injustices. I think
that in this instance 10 per cent cut in the salaries of people "
receiving six or eight hundred or a thousand or twelve hun-
dred dollars a year would really be unwarranted, and, on the
other hand, substantial cuts should be made in the salaries
that can stand a reduction.

Probably the course of least resistance would be to swim
along down stream with this propagandized sentiment all
over the country, but I do not propose to let anything of
that character influence me to do what I consider would
be an injustice toward those receiving small salaries, and
which would not be in the interest of the Government or of
the people of the country generally.

Again I repeat, no unemployed is going to get the benefit of
such action. The everyday citizen.back home is not going’
to be helped by such action. The only thing is that such a
policy would tend psychologically to cause a little more
despair and a little more gloom throughout this country,
not merely with the person from whom we take the money,
but the psychological effect of it on the céuntry would not
be good. -

It would probably affect assistance some people are ex-
tending to relatives and friends or needy people, because
they will be deprived of that privilege. What I would like
to see is a little more cheer and a little more optimism, and
not so much pessimism. We can not bring a return of
prosperity by optimism, but we can work a very destructive
course by indulging day in and day ouf in pessimism,

Down in my State of Florida we had a rather disastrous
time following the great boom in 1925. Almost everywhere
one would go people were expecting to make a fortune over-
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night and the next morning they woke up and thought that
they had succeeded. Then a year or two later defiation set
in; the boom was all over, and calamity spread abroad
throughout the entire State, everybody was more or less
depressed and more or less affected. There was nothing
to cheer one wherever he went. Enterprising, courageous,
and progressive as the people of my State are, after about
five or six months it dawned upon them that it was foolish
to keep discussing these unpleasant experiences, and thereby
making a bad situation worse.

I do not think any ordinances were actually passed by
the city governments throughout the State, but by common
consent throughout that enterprising Commonwealth word
was passed from one end of Florida to the other, *“ We are
going to quit talking about this disaster we have under-
gone, we are going fo turn our faces about and march for-
ward in the direction of progress, development, and re-
covery.” That became the spirit—a spirit of optimism in-
stead of a spirit of pessimism,

When this general depression came on Florida was just
at the threshold of a new development; the people were
becoming active in the different industries; our general
conditions were greatly improved. Agriculture was reviv-
ing, not to a satisfactory degree of prosperity, but it was im-
proving. Many of our cities and towns had begun to grow
and develop, and general business conditions were getting
decidedly better. Of course we have been affected more or
less by the general depression, though I hope not so badly
as has some other sections of the country. It is pathetic,
of course, to have the terrible conditions that prevail in
other parts of America; but had the people of Flerida
gone on groping around, complaining, and scattering de-
spair and thinking there was nothing but a forlorn hope,
they would not have made the recovery that was made
before the general depression came on; and that is also
true of all America as a Nation.

We have, of course, an actual condition to contend with;
I realize that; but I believe the constant emphasizing of
our unforfunate situation has assisted in making it far
worse than it otherwise would have been. I hope the time
has about arrived when our people generally will say, “ We
have a great Nation; we have inexhaustible resources: we
have a pafriotic people, a people of courage, who can com-
bat any situation; the spirit of the forefathers has not yet
entirely passed from the bosoms of the people of the present
day and time; we can do something toward rescuing busi-

‘ness and bringing back prosperous conditions in our coun-

try.” I am sure that that will not detract from recovery.
We have had entirely too much of the other kind of atti-
tude. Almost every day in the Senate we hear it.

I am not going to mention the names of Senators, but
just the other day a Senator who had not obtained exactly
what he wanted in the tax bill, who probably preferred one
particular source of taxation to another, when we thought
we had about finished up a good day’s work arose and made
& speech of despair and despondency, and the stock market
the next day broke from one to three points, not on account
of his great influence on the financial world, though he is
a splendid Senator and an able man; but things were rather
wavering anyway, and when a very prominent Senator got
up in the Senate and said that if we did not do so-and-so
there was going to be some terrible disaster—that is the
substance of what he said—it had an effect. His statement
furnished a golden opportunity the next day for the
short sellers to 'sell short; the stock market broke from
one to four dollars a share. ‘Such speeches do not do any
good.

It is much more difficult now, of course, to bring about a
better sentiment than it is to throw fuel on the fire and add
to the general feeling of depression that prevails; but I
think we have had a little too much talk about our troubles.
When we had the tax bill about finished the other night
one or. two very patriotic and able Senators rose in their
seats, after it had been stated that according to all the sta-
tistics that had been gathered from the experts the bill
would balance the Budget, and began to occupy the attitude
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of doubting Thomases and said, “ Well, now, you say we
have provided revenue to balance the Budget, but will not
this bill be two or three hundred million dollars short? ” I
am not lecturing anybody; I am merely saying that that
kind of attitude in the country has not been conducive to
any revival of business or any spirit of happiness to the
American people.

I should like to see everybody gather in one common con-
cord in every line of business and enterprise, including those
representing the Government, and endeavor to remedy the
situation and get our country once more going in its old way
of prosperity, of happiness, and of contentment. If we make
the public feel that the Government has become panicky
and that there exists in the case of almost every Government
official, legislative and executive, a perfectly maddening
hysteria, how does the Senate expect the people of the coun-
try to have very much courage or to endeavor to restore
better conditions?

I wish again to say that I am in favor of substantial re-
ductions in the salaries, I will say, ranging from $1,500 up,
but I am not in favor of a flat cut of 10 per cent in the
salaries of $600, $800, $1,000, or $1,200 per annum, because
I do not think it would be just.

Some Senators, in advocacy of this policy, have said, “ You
can cut them and the people will run here from all over the
country to get the positions.” I said, “ Yes "—this occurred
in the cloakroom but I am going to repeat it on the floor—
“and if we should cut the salary of Senators to $5,000 per
annum, it would take the Capitol and all the Government
buildings in Washington and many of the parks in the city
of Washington to hold the people, and able and capable ones,
too, who would come here to take our places.” So there is
nothing in the argument that people would rush here to get
the places. In these unfortunate times a great many people
would rush to find shelter and food even if no salary were
paid. I know I would if I were so unfortunate as to be
without employment. I think it is the duty of those who are
fortunate enough to hold positions which afford them sal-
aries more than what is required for the ordinary necessities
of life to make a contribution in the way of a substantial
salary reduction. -

I think the patriotic duty in that respect should be mani-
fested in a greater measure on the part of those receiving
larger salaries, because they can better afford the contribu-
tion. Therefore, I favor the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Nebraska, which fixes the reduction upon a
graduated basis, upon the theory that those who are best
able to pay should make the greatest contribution, which is
the policy which has controlled very largely congressional
action for years.

REFINANCING OF FARM MORTGAGES—LETTER OF LOUIS B. MAGID

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a letter from Mr. Louis B.
Magid, a large grower of apples and maker of apple products
in northeastern Georgia, in which he outlines a plan for
the permanent refinancing of farm mortgages and discusses

that question in an interesting manner,
There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Senator WartEr F. GEORGE,

Senator JouwN 5. CoHEN,

Congressman CHARLES R. Crisp,

Congressman JoHN 8. Woop,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Simms: During the present session of Congress news-
papers from time to time carrled statements of discussions in
Congress of the great need for farm rellef. To the best of my
knowledge, no real farm relief is in evidence so far, and, as the
session of the present Congress is drawing to a close, and since
undoubtedly it is the desire of Congress to really provide farm
relief, I respectfully submit the following suggestion and.hope
that it meets with your approval, and that you will interest the
present Congress in this plan in enacting same as a law.

I realize in submitting my plan that it is a very brief one, but I
am sure that the detalls can be worked out to make it a workable
and stable plan.

PLAN TO PERMANENTLY FINANCE AMERICAN FARMERS

1. The United States Government should create and sell a bond
issue sufficient to refinance mortgage-distressed farms which are
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likely to be lost to the owner farmers by foreclosure or otherwise,
the proceeds from the bond issue to be loaned to farmers on a
long-time basis (possibly 50 years) at a low rate of interest, or the
same that the Government will pay on its bonds, plus an addi-
tional one-half per cent to be paid by the farmers and to be placed
into a sinking fund to take care of any losses the Government
might sustain on some of the loans.

In that way, the bond issue sold by the Government will be
self-liquidating and self-sustaining, as the interest that the
Government would collect on the farm loans would pay the in-
terest on the bonds, and the annual amortization of 2 per cent
paid by the farmers on the loan would likewise be the amount of
money with which the Government could amortize its bonds.

For an example, Farmer Jones in Iowa owns a farm that is
reasonably valued at $10,000. Jones should be able to secure a
loan of at least 80 per cent of the value of the farm lands and 60
per cent of the insurable buildings and improvements, or in all
$7,500. Assuming that Farmer Jones owes §6,000 to a bank,
mortgage company, insurance company, or some individual, he
would be able to pay off his mortgage and have enough left
for crop production and at the same time be properly and
permanently financed with the Government loan at a low rate
of interest, and at a small annual rate of amortization to retire
the loan.

The benefits of this plan would be numercus and permanent in
contrast to the present unstable financial condition and the
great predicament and suffering to which the American farmers
are now subject.

2. The bond issue which will aggregate several billion dollars
should be in long-time bonds (possibly 50 years) and bear rate
of interest.

Per cent
For the first 5 years not exceeding 21
For the next b6 years not exceeding______ s 234
For the next 5 years not exceeding______ 3
For the next 5 years not exceeding_ 314
For the next 5 years not exceeding________ o mmeennaa 3%
For the next 5 years not exceeding. 334

For the next 20 years not exceeding . ... 4
THE BENEFITS

1. Parmer Jones would be enabled to retain his farrm, which may
have been in the family for a long time, and he will be enabled to
continue living on the farm, operate the same, and make a decent
llving. It will enable him to remsain a good citizen in his com-
munity, support his family, as well as civic and municipal institu-
tions, besides being a producer of food and raw material needed
by the American people for their sustenance and manufacturing
operations.

2. As the farmers would be able to pay off their present mort-

gage indebtedness to the banks, mortgage companies, insurance
companies, or individuals, this would release these Institutions
from holding frozen assets, present over-due and maturing farm
mortgages, and enable them to use this released capital in indus-
trial channels, more quickly revolving than farm mortgages.
- 3. By the release of this enormous sum from frozen assets
(farm mortgages), banks, mortgage companies, insurance com-
panies, or individuals would be enabled to use their funds In
newer channels for developing and carrying on home and foreign
commerce.

4. It would enable banks, insurance companies, mortgage com-
panies, and other institutions to collect the principal and over-
due interest (on farm mortgages) and become solvent institutions
in which the public would again have the confidence they once
enjoyed.

5. The proceeds from the bonds sold by the Government would
draw a considerable part of funds that are now hoarded, hidden
and unused, unprofitable both to the people at large and the
people who are hoarding this great amount of money. In other
words, untold millions of dollars would be put back into circula-
tion by the above plan or instrumentality. £

6. The Government takes very little, if any chance of losing
money by this undertaking to permanently finance American agri-
culture, and it Is better to carry the above plan by simply lending
the Government's credit to the farmers to create a dole system or
stand by and see every respectable American farmer lose his farm
and become a burden to the community. This would be espe-
cially true in the large cities where most of them flock or will do
so, and so compete with the city people for the now almost non-
existent jobs or employment. Since the plan is self-sustaining,
it is the duty of the Congress of the United States to put this
plan into operation at the earliest possible moment.

SAFEGUARDS

1. One-half of 1 per cent, or any other sum that would reason-
ably insure a sinking fund, should be pald by the farmers in
addition to the low rate of interest which would create a sinking
fund to take care of such losses as the Government might sustain
in the handling of these farm loans.

2. The Government should create a mutual insurance company
where all the buildings subject to fire hazards would be insured
and the insurance policy assigned to the Government, together
with the m ;

3. In that way the farmers would recelve a low rate of insur-
ance, and as the hazard would be scattered all over the country,
the rate of insurance would be very low.

4. The Government should create a crop-insurance company to
protect the farmers from the hazards of losing all or part of their
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crops, or of reducing the same below the cost or investment neces-
sary to prepare or make the crop, by the many unforeseen occur-
rences, such as (a) late spring or early fall frosts, (b) drought,
(¢) haill and windstorms, (d) floods.

The insurance should merely cover the actual investments of
the crop making for that year, and a reasonable premium should
be pald by each and every farmer being refilnanced under this
plan. As the hazards would be so widely scattered, the premium
for the insurance would be very nominal, at the same time giving
the farmer a chance to recoup the money invested in the attempt
to make the crop should he fail for any of the above reasons.
This would enable him to make a new start for the making
the next year without being compelled to further incur additional
indebtedness as heretofore.

The only hazard in the undertaking is the possibility that
Farmer Jones, having borrowed $7,600 on his farm, 1s removed by
death, 1s unable or is unwilling to pay the annual amount to
reduce the loan and the small amount of interest on his loan.
In that case the Government or the agency representing the Gov-
ernment could easily sell the property to some capable farmer
that might be looking for a place exactly like that. Since the
terms of payment for the property are so nominal and the rate of
interest so low, it is believed that the Government would have
no trouble to transfer the property or contract to some other
capable farmer.

That the Government can not lose anything under this plan
is shown by the following:

For example, the total loans made by the Government amount
to $5,000,000,000. If the farmers will pay to the Government
one-half of 1 per cent of this amount during the next 50 years,
the amount the Government would collect in the sinking fund
to take care of losses would be as follows:

One-half of 1 per cent annually for 50 years would aggregate
a total of $1,250,000,000, or 25 per cent of the total original loan.
I do not think the Government would lose that much money in
refinancing the Armerican farmers.

Since the plan of permangntly financing the American farmers
is to amortize 2 per cent annually, each year the security to be
held by the Government will increase in value. Besides the natu-
ral increment of property values when properly financed, uniformly
operated, by self-r farmers owning the farms, and having
no worry as to the indebtedness because of the small annual
amortization, it would be a great inducement to each and every
farmer to improve his place for himself and for his children's
future.

In the past most farmers were financed under heavy annual
interest charges, plus heayvy annual amortization, and were under
a constant financial strain to the detriment of his property oper-
ating and managing his farm property.

ONE HUNDRED PER CENT FARM RELIEF ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY FOR
PERMANENT SUCCESS

The colossal growth of this country began with the energetic
efforts of the American farmer that built a prosperity and fortune
in this country unparalleled in the history of man in any other
country in the world.

It being true that the prosperity of this country started with the
farmer, why not repeat this successful and positive past? Reha-
bilitate 100 per cent financially the American farmer to make a
sound new start and when this is carried through, financial prog-
ress and stability will come to all lines of endeavor.

Many were the attempts made prior to and after the panic to
rehabilitate the American farmers' finaneial condition, but of
what did most of these undertakings consist? Nothipg but patch-
work, and the result has been accordingly & mass of confused
uncoordinated efforts such as land banks, intermediate banks,
Farm Board, and Reconstruction Finance Corporations to rehabili-
tate the financial chaos of this great country with practically no
satisfactory, definite, or permanent results.

The present e indebtedness of the American farm prop-
erty is approximately $11,000,000,000. This is a large sum of
money, but only a fraction of the real value of the farm property
mortgaged.

The mortgages are held principally by the farm- age com-
panies, Insurance companies, banks, etc. All of these institutions
have already foreclosed or are contemplating foreclosure that
would practically place in their control the majority of the farm-
ing property of this country, and by this process leave millions of
individual farmers paupers and beggars, and without a home or a
visible plan of support for themselves and their dependents.

If this was all, it might be said, “If is just too bad for these
millions of individuals who have for years and years been the
mainstay and backbone of this country and made up the rural
community that has provided the main purchasing power of the
American manufacturers of needful and even articles of luxury.”
But the catastrophe does not end there.

The very mortgage company, insurance company, bank, and other
institutions holding these mortgages who are taking or will take
possession of the millions of acres of farm lands and improvements
thereon are just as bad off as the individual whose property they
have confiscated by legal process, perhaps unwillingly but believ-
ing it necessary to do so in order to protect themselves. Since
the mortgage company, insurance company, or bank have loaned
money not belonging to themselves, but money belonging to stock-
holders, policyholders, and depositors, it immediately drags down
to a par these people who lose their greatest savings intrusted to
the mortgage company, insurance company, or bank, as these farm
]E:mr:nm pertlutm nothing but * white elephants " in the hands of the
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Here we have not mere millions of farmers made to become
paupers but millions of other people who, by economy and self-
sacrifice, saved and then intrusted their savings to these Institu-
tions to finance the farm mortgages.

If the verdict was that the American farmer has squandered the
borrowed money, $11,000,000,000, in nothingness, then they should
be left to their present state. But did they do that? No. The
$11,000,000,000 was used intelligently and economically to improve
the farm property, but because the farmer was never intelligently,
eccnomically, and sufficiently financed, he was defeated in his en-
deavors to maintain the mainstay of this great country by operat-
ing his farm under handicaps such as:

. Lack of proper and intelligent financing.
. High rate of interest.

. High annual reduction of his borrowing.
. High rate of taxes.

. High cost of everything he bought.

. High freight rates,

The spasmodic attempts to assist the farmer have done nothing
but lead the farmer to beggary. What the American farmer needs
Is a chance to save himself and leave him to his own resourceful-
ness of farm production with unhampered financial conditions
and obliterate the greatest crime committed against the American
farmer, which I now set forth.

When Congress passed the first bill authorizing the organiza-
tion of national banking system, it sald to the national banks
" You are authorized to receive deposits from anybody and every-
body and by no means overlook the deposits from the American
farmer,” It further said to the national banking system, “After
you have taken the deposits from the farmer, do not lend him
any money but you are at liberty with a free hand to lend money
to every scheme, including the financing of so-called Wall Btreet
speculation. It was then that the American farmer was doomed.
It 15 a fact that ever since that period the American farmer was
humbugged, tricked, and kept down to a point of slavery, because
of the lack of proper financial credit to farmers.

He was compelled to purchase his“supplies at a high cost and
borrow his permanent and operating funds from whatever source
possible, except from the protected banking system under the
Government's control.

JUSTIFICATION OF PLAN FOR SOUND AND PERMANENT REFINANCING OF
AMERICAN AGRICULTURE

Ambassador Mellon, while Secretary of the Treasury and head
of the Debt Punding Commission, made the following statement
before the House of Representatives Committee on Ways and
Means January 4, 1926:

“ Europe is our largest customer. Uniless the finances of Europe
can be restored, her currency placed on a sound basls, and her
people able to earn and to spend, this country will not be able to
dispose of its surplus products of food, materials, and goods.”

Then he added:

“The entire foreign debt is not worth as much to the American
people In dollars and cents as a us Europe as a customer.”

This being true, what is it worth to ‘the United States to have
the American farmer properly, permanently, and soundly financed,
as the American farmer was and can be made again the best and
largest customer of the American manufacturer, and bring about
a change in the present deplorable condition of industry, unem-
ployment, yes, even starvation and suffering of many millions of
American citizens. In cents and dollars the American farmer Is
a much better and larger customer to United States commerce and
is worth several times Europe's trade. And besides there is noth-
ing like & home customer, 4

LOANS TO FOREIGN AGRICULTURE—WHY NOT TO THE AMERICAN

FARMER?

In an essay published In 1827 in the American gquarterly known
as Foreign Affairs by the late Dwight W. Morrow, former United
States Senator and at one time partner in the international bank-
ing house of J. P. Morgan Co., after careful investigation Mr.
Morrow found that 128 bond issues of foreign governmental sub-
divisions, cities, corporations, and for agricultural enterprises,
aggregating $15,000,000,000, were sold to the American investor in
the space of a few years. (This exclusive of loans made by the
United )St.ate.s Government to foreign countries and subdivisions
thereof.

These loans were made to countiries scattered the world over.
Some of the names of these countries are known only to a few
Americans and there was no security for these loans except the
moral obligations of these citles, states, and governments. In
fact, a great portion of the $15,000,000,000 was taken from the
American Investor and a great share from the American farmers,
who are now in the greatest plight, to help agriculture in these
foreign countries. That {8 why American surplus agricultural
products can not be sold since we furnished money to produce
wheat, cotton, and other products to these foreign countries and
they compete with our American farmers. This stopped the sale
and exports of our surplus of wheat, cotton, and other farm

products.

Are the American people, through their Congress, going to vacil-
late for & moment in the fact of the above loans to foreign coun-
tries with no security whatsoever of their repayment to provide
a small amount of loans to American farmers with an absolute
100 per cent security? And by dolng so start the wheel of com-
merce in every line of industry in this country because the pur-
chasing power of the American farmers of 30,000,000 people,
according to our authoritative published figures, is approximately
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£25,000,000,000 annually., This is over twice the amount of money
suggested In the positive plan to rehabilitate American agricul-
ture. Not only for the farmer but for every American citizen,
and a permanent help at no cost to the American taxpayers, as
the plan of refinancing the American farmer is seif-liquidating
and self-susta .

The loans we have accorded to foreign countries were not only
for improving the pressing financial structures as balancing their
annual budgets; I recall a loan granted to the Dutch East Indles
of $150,000,000. To do what? To pay off its floating debt. It is
not n to enumerate all the other loans made to help agri-
culture, but not to the American farmer. In fact, help was given
to foreign agriculture to compete with American agriculture.

It is hard to comprehend the American Government and Ameri-
can bankers combining to lend large sums of American credit for
the purpose of extending, improving, and financing Europe’s agri-
culture when our own was, and Is, in such distressful need.

If that was proper and good business, certainly it is even better
business to extend the same credit to the American farmer, who
is the best customer for American commerce. In fact, without the
American farmer, commerce is what it is to-day—dead.

The purchasing power of 30,000,000 American farmers is our
stake. For every concelvable article of home manufacture that
can be sold to farmers in turn will have every whistle and every
factory calling the unemployed back to work. This is what sound
ﬂnangx;lg rehabilitation to the American farmer means to this
coun

The proposed refinancing of the American farmer is for pro-
ductive purposes, with a constant recurring wealth to be produced
from American acres for man and animal sustenance, as well as
raw materials for the mills and factories. And if every American
farmer was refinanced and rescued from his present hopeless
plight, it would only require some $11,000,000,000.

In the words of Lloyd George, when the American people joined
with European nations who “stumbled and staggered’ in the
World War, we find the United States spent $28,000,000,000 in
money and more than 100,000 American lives and 200,000 wounded.

The above was America's part in a destructive undertaking.
Can it be possible that this great country would hesitate to help
itself by refinancing on a positive-repayment basis with legal
interest and mortgage protection for every penny advanced In
mortgage loans to the major industry of American agriculture the
beggarly amount of $11,000,000,000 in comparison to the extrava-
gant, wasteful, and destructive expenditure of $28,000,000,000 plus
the loans made to European countries which, perhaps, we will
never collect, as we have no security. And for the proposed loans
to American farmers, we will obtain excellent security.

CONSTRUCTIVE BUSINESS PROPOSITION

Reduced to a strictly business conservative proposition, all that
is proposed in this plan is for the United States Government to
assemble every available unemployed dollar through the means of
an obligation to be issued and sold to the public in the open mar-
ket that will carry a fair rate of Interest to those who buy and
invest in these bonds, and the proceeds from the bond-issue loan
on a conservative basls and in a safe manner fo rehabilitate the
first and greatest and most necessary industry—agriculture. In
this plan no gifts, doles, no favoritism is contemplated, nor is
there the remotest chance In evidence that one single dollar will
be lost by our Government. Outside of the human consideration
in the matter, {t 15 a sound and businesslike proposition that will
not only place the American farmer on a sound and self-respecting
basis but will immediately open wide the flow of purchasing power
of our manufactures, our trade, and our commerce in every con-
ceivable line of Industry that is now idle, stagnant, discouraged,
and hopelessly at a standstill.

I am sure our Congress will see the wisdom of this plan enacted
into law, and many of the present fils will vaporize, and we will
find ourselves a prosperous and busy Nation as before. It is abso-
lutely vital to this country that the farmer be restored and the
farming industry be made prosperous, secure, and self-reliant.
Since the American farming industry is the backbone of the
country, why not start rehabilitating that fundamental and major
industry first in a substantial 100 per cent way?

you in advance of my appreciation of your efforts in
this matter, and, too, you will have the appreciation of many
millions of distressed farmers. With personal regards, I am,
Sincerely yours, ¢
Louis B. MAGID.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair), as in
executive session, laid before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States, submitting nominations in
the Regular Army, which was referred to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

RECESS

Mr. JONES. Pursuant to the unanimous-consent agree-
ment heretofore made, I move that the Senate take a recess
until 11 o’clock to-morrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 15 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess, the recess being under
the order previously entered, until to-morrow, Friday, June 3,
1932, at 11 o'clock a. m.
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NOMINATIONS

Ezxecutive nominations received by the Senate June 2 (leg-
islative day of June 1), 1932

APPOINTMENTS IN THE RECULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES

The following-named cadets, United States Military Acad-
emy, who are scheduled for graduation on June 10, 1932:

To be second lieutenants with rank from June 10, 1932

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

1. Cadet Rush Blodget Lincoln, jr.

2, Cadet Stanley Tanner Wray.

3. Cadet Ellsworth Ingalls Davis.

5. Cadet George Eumpe.

6. Cadet William Ruthven Smith, jr.

7. Cadet Frank Schaffer Besson, jr.

8. Cadet Richard Roberts Arnold.

9. Cadet Herrol James Skidmore.

10. Cadet Francis Ray Hoehl.

11. Cadet Julian David Abell.

15. Cadet Allen Fraser Clark, jr.

16. Cadet Thore Fritjof Bengtson.

18. Cadet William Francis Powers.

19. Cadet James McCormack, jr.

SIGNAL CORPS

41. Cadet EKenneth Frederick Zitzman.
65. Cadet Charles Michael Baer.
CAVALRY

39. Cadet William Burns Fraser.

43. Cadet George Robhinson Mather.

50. Cadet Frank Hamilton Britton.

111. Cadet John Reynolds Sutherland.

113. Cadet Richard Tide Coiner, jr.

131. Cadet Karl Laurance Scherer.

132. Cadet Charles Hardin Anderson.

137. Cadet John Ramsey Pugh.

145, Cadet Bogardus Snowden Cairns.

152, Cadet Byram Arnold Bunch.

154. Cadet Gerard Charles Cowan.

168. Cadet William Whitfield Culp.

176. Cadet Charles Marvin Iseley.

178. Cadet Sam Houston Wiseman.
FIELD ARTILLERY

4. Cadet Andrew Hero, 3d.

26. Cadet John Henry Weber.

27. Cadet Roger Derby Black, jr.

33. Cadet John Campbell Street.

35. Cadet Alexander Graham.

37. Cadet William Mencher.

38. Cadet George Wilson Power.

40. Cadet James Aloysius Cain, jr.

45, Cadet Stanley Sawicki.

49, Cadet Frank Lester Howard.

58. Cadet Samuel Watson Horner, 2d.

60. Cadet Robert Augur Hewitt.

63. Cadet Edwin Simpson Hartshorn, jr.

64. Cadet James Forsyth Thompson, jr,

68. Cadet Roland Francis Bower.

70. Cadet Joseph Edward Gill.

T72. Cadet Frederick William Eilery.

73. Cadet Loren Boyd Hillsinger.

T4. Cadet Horace King Whalen.

75. Cadet John Paul McConnell.

80. Cadet Walter Parks Goodwin.

82. Cadet John Abner Meeks. .

86. Cadet John Clifford McCawley.

88. Cadet Edward Gibbons Shinkle.

93. Cadet Harry Cecil Porter.

94, Cadet Dwight Edward Beach.

97. Cadet Arthur Walter Blair.

100. Cadet Theodore George Burton.

103. Cadet Dale Eugene Means.

104. Cadet Hugh Willard Riley.

106. Cadet Ray James Stecker.

107. Cadet Curtis Alan Schrader,

LXXV—T745

114.
115.
119.
121.
122.
123.
125.
126.
1217.
129.
130.
136.
139.
141,
142,
144,
156.
158.
160.
161.
162.
166.
171.

Cadet Floyd Allan Hansen.

Cadet James Edward Godwin.
Cadet John Brinton Heyburn.
Cadet Harald Simpson Sundt.
Cadet Horace Freeman Bigelow,
Cadet Charles Albert Clark, jr.
Cadet James Bates Rankin.
Cadet David Emory Jones.
Cadet Harvey Porter Huglin.
Cadet Bernard Thielen.

Cadet George Dowery Campbell, i
Cadet Todd Humbert Slade.
Cadet Charles Ratcliffe Murray.
Cadet Francis Garrison Hall.
Cadet Charles Louis Williams, jr.
Cadet William Russell Huber.
Cadet Gordon Whitney Seaward.
Cadet Walter Marquis Tisdale.
Cadet Charles Albert Piddock.
Cadet Nelson Landon Head.
Cadet Walker Raitt Goodrich.
Cadet David Hamilton Eennedy.
Cadet Edwin Guldlin Simenson.

COAST ARTILLERY CORPS

. Cadet Frederick Raleigh Young.

. Cadet John Chandler Steele.

. Cadet Christian Frederick Dreyer,
. Cadet Russell Manly Nelson.

. Cadet Stanley Ronald Stewart.

. Cadet Arnold Sommer.

. Cadet Charles Kissam Allen.

. Cadet Sam Carroll Russell.

. Cadet James Hutchings Cunningham, jr,
. Cadet Archibald William Lyon.

. Cadet Edward Ellis Farnsworth, jr.
. Cadet Daniel Stickley Spengler.

. Cadet Norman Robert Ford.

. Cadet Milton Leonard Ogden.

. Cadet John Earl Metzler.

. Cadet Harrison Alan Gerhardf.

. Cadet Leo Peter Dahl

. Cadet Howard Raymond Martindell
. Cadet Edgar Northrop Chace.

. Cadet Byron Leslie Paige.

. Cadet Torgils Grimkel Wald.

. Cadet John Bevier Ackerman.

. Cadet Charles Ray Longanecker,

. Cadet Irving Donald Roth.

. Cadet Lauri Jacob Hillberg.

. Cadet Philip Vibert Doyle.

. Cadet Benjamin Jepson Webster.

. Cadet William Alden Call.

. Cadet Dwight Benjamin Johnson.

. Cadet Preston Steele.

. Cadet Robert Douglass Glassbhurn.
. Cadet Walter Allen Rude.

. Cadet Erven Charles Somerville.

. Cadet Clifford McCoy Snyder.

. Cadet Gilbert Nevius Adams.

. Cadet Aaron Meyer Lazar.

. Cadet Robert Lockwood Williams, ir.
. Cadet John Joseph Hutchison.

. Cadet Robert Earl Schukraft.

. Cadet Carl Morton Sciple.

. Cadet William Massello, jr.

. Cadet Stephen Michael Mellnik,

. Cadet William Sammis Coit.

. Cadet William Fletcher Spurgin.
. Cadet Donald Linwood Hardy.

. Cadet Francis Arkadjusz Liwski.

. Cadet Robert Folkes Moore.

. Cadet Dwight Drenth Edison.

. Cadet Wallace Hawn Brucker.

. Cadet Charles Edward Wheatley, jr.
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157. Cadet Henry Graham McFeely.

164. Cadet Thomas Henry Harvey.

36.
56.
62.
67.
71.
78.
87.
95.
98.
99.

102.
108.
110.
116.
117.
118.
120.
134.
135.
138.
143.
1486.
147,
149,
150.
151.
153.
155.
159,
163.
165.
167.
169.
170.
171,
173.
174.
175.
179.
180.
181.
182.
183.
184.
185.
186.
187.
188.
189.
190.
191.
192.
193.
194.
196.
197.
198.
199.
200.
201.
202.
203.
204.
205.
2086.
207.
208.
209.
210.
211.
212.
213.
214.

INFANTRY

Cadet Ralph Hemmings Davey, jr.
Cadet James Karrick Woolnough.
Cadet Earl Gilmore Wheeler.
Cadet Roger Barton Derbx.

Cadet Everett Wayne Barlow.
Cadet Joe William Kelly.

Cadet John Morgan Price.

Cadet William Little.

Cadet Daniel Stone Campbell.
Cadet Richard Johnson Hunt.
Cadet Louis Watson Truman.
Cadet Charles Leonard Hassmann.
Cadet Kenneth Burton Hobson.
Cadet Harold Walmsley.

Cadet Gerald George Epley.
Cadet Bernard William McQuade.
Cadet Ashton Herbert Manhart.
Cadet Jefferson Davis Childs.
Cadet John Aloysius Gavin.
Cadet Joseph Edward Stearns.
Cadet William Barnes Moore.
Cadet Delbert Abraham Pryor.
Cadet Willard Sterling Garrison.
Cadet Meyer Abraham Braude,
Cadet Chester Hammond.

Cadet John George Ondrick.
Cadet Ysaac Sewell Morris.

Cadet Hunter Harris, jr.

Cadet Ira Webster Porter.

Cadet William Harvie Freeland, jr.
Cadet William Halford Maguire.
Cadet Merle Robbins Williams.
CGadet Eenneth Edward Tiffany.
Cadet Nicholas Earnest Powel.
Cadet Norman Herbert Lankenau.
Cadet William Bing EKunzig.
Cadet Robert Bruce McLane.
Cadet Andrew Meulenberg.
Cadet William Gordon Beard.
Cadet Harvey Herman Fischer.
Cadet Robert Haynes Terrill.
Cadet Avery Madison Cochran.
Cadet Samuel Arthur Daniel.
Cadet Pranklin Vines Johnston, jr.
Cadet Albert Edward Reif Howarth.
Cadet James Lee Massey.

Cadet Albert Edward Stoltz.
Cadet Thomas Connell Darcy.
Cadet Edmond Michael Rowan.
Cadet Edward Green Winston.
Cadet Milton Skerrett Glatterer.
Cadet William Henry Mikkelsen.
Cadet Hugh Thomas Cary.

Cadet Sewell Marion Brumby.
Cadet Clifford Harcourt Rees.
Cadet Arnold Leon Schroeder.
Cadet Graves Collins Teller.
Cadet Richard Henry Smith.
Cadet Roscoe Constantine Huggins.,
Cadet Francis Deisher.

Cadet Bugene Porter Mussett.
Cadet Lon Harley Smith.

Cadet Edward Willis Suarez.
Cadet Paul Delmont Bunker, jr.
Cadet Edward Joseph Burke. -
Cadet Walden Bernald Coffey.
Cadet George Reynolds Grunert.
Cadet James Ellison Glattly.
Cadet David Peter Schorr, jr.

Cadet John Clinton Welborn.
Cadet Edwin Charles Momm.
Cadet Herbert Bishop Thatcher.

Cadet William George Davidson, jr.
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215, Cadet Charles Salvatore Dorsa.
216. Cadet Frederick Milton Hinshaw.
217. Cadet Robert Broussard Landry.
218. Cadet Luigi Giulio Guiducei.

219. Cadet William Hyatt Bache.

220. Cadet William Anderson McNulty.
221. Cadet Joe Edwin Golden.

222. Cadet Eldon Frederick Ziegler.
223. Cadet Frank Greenleaf Jamison.
224. Cadet James Winfield Coutts.

225. Cadet Dan Gilmer.

226. Cadet Wilfred Joseph Lavigne.
227. Cadet George Thigpen Duncan.
228. Cadet Harry Celistine Quartier.
229. Cadet Roy Edwin Moore.

230. Cadet Harley Niles Trice.

231. Cadet James Ernest Beery.

232. Cadet Arville Ward Gillette.

233. Cadet Harold Edward Shaw.

234. Cadet Charles Gates Herman.
235. Cadet Charles Alexander Carrell.
236. Cadet Lawrence Bartlett Babcock.
237. Cadet William Roy Thomas.

238. Cadet Loris Ray Cochran.

239. Cadet Robert Lynn Carver.

240. Cadet Henry Chesnutt Britt.

241. Cadet Thomas Randall McDonald.
242. Cadet Orville Wright Mullikin.
243. Cadet Romulus Wright Puryear.
244, Cadet David Harrison Armstrong.
245. Cadet Enrl Sipple Eckhart.

246. Cadet John William Keating.

247. Cadet John Garnett Coughlin,
248. Cadet Thomas Robertson Hannah,
249. Cadet William Madison Garland.
250. Cadet William Elwood Means.
251. Cadet George Louis Descheneaux, jr.
252, Cadet Thomas Charles Morgan.
253. Cadet John William Bowen.

2b4. Cadet Frank Ward Ebey.

255. Cadet James Walter Gurr.

256. Cadet James Madison Churchill, jr.
257. Cadet Robert Lee Scott, jr.

258. Cadet Lewis Ray Briggs.

259. Cadet Harold Randall Everman,
260. Cadet Keith Allen Thompson.
261. Cadet Thomas Benjamin Spratt, jr.
262. Cadet Erskine Clark.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, JUNE 2, 1932

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Simpson B. Daugherty, D. D., pastor of the National
Memorial United Brethren Church, Washington, D. C,,
offered the following prayer: 3

O God, we thank Thee that in spite of all of the testing
circumstances through which we are passing this day Thou
art still on Thy throne; Thou art still calling out the great
hearts of men and women to carry forward that program
that shall bring confidence and renew faith in the prin-
ciples of our Nation, and in our lawmakers and in this
great body in particular.

We pray, O God, that Thou wilt be in this session; that
Thou will lead these, Thy servants, in the way of Thy
choosing, and that out of their great work there shall come
that plan that shall bring us out of darkness into the light,
and that we shall be encouraged and challenged to go
forth and bring the hand of the Great Physician to the
fevered pulse of the world, and bring order out of chaos,
and usher in a reign of righteousness and peace. In His
name we ask it. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Clerk read the Journal of the proceedings of yes-

terday.
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